This  is  a  digital  copy  of  a  book  that  was  preserved  for  generations  on  library  shelves  before  it  was  carefully  scanned  by  Google  as  part  of  a  project 
to  make  the  world's  books  discoverable  online. 

It  has  survived  long  enough  for  the  copyright  to  expire  and  the  book  to  enter  the  public  domain.  A  public  domain  book  is  one  that  was  never  subject 
to  copyright  or  whose  legal  copyright  term  has  expired.  Whether  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  may  vary  country  to  country.  Public  domain  books 
are  our  gateways  to  the  past,  representing  a  wealth  of  history,  culture  and  knowledge  that's  often  difficult  to  discover. 

Marks,  notations  and  other  marginalia  present  in  the  original  volume  will  appear  in  this  file  -  a  reminder  of  this  book's  long  journey  from  the 
publisher  to  a  library  and  finally  to  you. 

Usage  guidelines 

Google  is  proud  to  partner  with  libraries  to  digitize  public  domain  materials  and  make  them  widely  accessible.  Public  domain  books  belong  to  the 
public  and  we  are  merely  their  custodians.  Nevertheless,  this  work  is  expensive,  so  in  order  to  keep  providing  this  resource,  we  have  taken  steps  to 
prevent  abuse  by  commercial  parties,  including  placing  technical  restrictions  on  automated  querying. 

We  also  ask  that  you: 

+  Make  non-commercial  use  of  the  files  We  designed  Google  Book  Search  for  use  by  individuals,  and  we  request  that  you  use  these  files  for 
personal,  non-commercial  purposes. 

+  Refrain  from  automated  querying  Do  not  send  automated  queries  of  any  sort  to  Google's  system:  If  you  are  conducting  research  on  machine 
translation,  optical  character  recognition  or  other  areas  where  access  to  a  large  amount  of  text  is  helpful,  please  contact  us.  We  encourage  the 
use  of  public  domain  materials  for  these  purposes  and  may  be  able  to  help. 

+  Maintain  attribution  The  Google  "watermark"  you  see  on  each  file  is  essential  for  informing  people  about  this  project  and  helping  them  find 
additional  materials  through  Google  Book  Search.  Please  do  not  remove  it. 

+  Keep  it  legal  Whatever  your  use,  remember  that  you  are  responsible  for  ensuring  that  what  you  are  doing  is  legal.  Do  not  assume  that  just 
because  we  believe  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  the  United  States,  that  the  work  is  also  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  other 
countries.  Whether  a  book  is  still  in  copyright  varies  from  country  to  country,  and  we  can't  offer  guidance  on  whether  any  specific  use  of 
any  specific  book  is  allowed.  Please  do  not  assume  that  a  book's  appearance  in  Google  Book  Search  means  it  can  be  used  in  any  manner 
anywhere  in  the  world.  Copyright  infringement  liability  can  be  quite  severe. 

About  Google  Book  Search 

Google's  mission  is  to  organize  the  world's  information  and  to  make  it  universally  accessible  and  useful.  Google  Book  Search  helps  readers 
discover  the  world's  books  while  helping  authors  and  publishers  reach  new  audiences.  You  can  search  through  the  full  text  of  this  book  on  the  web 


at|http  :  //books  .  google  .  com/ 


'>  r 


^1 


REPORTS 
CASES    I%gHANCERY, 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 

IN 

THE  ROLLS  COURT 

DURING  THE  TIMS  OF 

LORD     LAN  GD  ALE, 

MASTER  OF  THE  ROLLS. 

BY  BENJAMIN   KEEN,   ESQ. 

^BARRISTER    AT   LAW. 


VOL.  II. 
1838,  1839.  — 1  &  2  VICTORIA. 


COMPLETED   BY  C.  BEAVAN,   ESQ. 

BARAinXE   AT   LAW. 


LONDON: 
PRINTED    FOR    SAUNDERS    AND    BENNING, 

(SUCCESSORS  TO  J.   BUTTERWORTH   AND   SON,) 
43.    FLEET-STREET. 


1839. 


LISRARY  CF  THE 

LELAhD  STA'SFGfiD.  JR„  USIVERSllt 

LA^/  LEPARTMENT, 


LOHDOH : 

Printed  by  A.  Sfoitiswoodk, 
New-StreeUSquare. 


Lord  CoTTENHAM,  Lord  Chancellor. 

Lord  Lanodale,  Master  qf  the  Rolls. 

Sir  Lancelot  Shadwell,  Vice-Chancellor. 

Sir  John  CAMFBELhj  Attomet^-GeneraL 

Sir  Robert  Monset  Rolfe,  Solicitor-General. 


*  x'TC 


A  2 


ADVERTISEMENT. 


This  volame,  originally  commenoed  by  Mr.  Keen 
alone,  has,  in  consequence  of  the  severe  indisposition  of 
that  gentleman,  been  completed  from  page  558.  by  Mr. 
Beavan. 


MEMORANDA. 

Sir  James  Allan  Park,  Knt.,  one  of  the  Justices  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas^  having  died  during  the  Christ' 
mas  vacation,  1858,  the  Right  Honourable  Thomas 
Erskinef  the  Chief  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Review,  was 
shortly  afterwards  appointed  to  the  vacant  seat  on  the 
bench. 

In  the  vacation  after  the  following  Hilary  term,  Wil- 
liam  Henry  Mauley  Esq.,  one  of  her  Majesty's  Counsel, 
was,  on  the  resignation  of  Sir  fViUiam  BoUandj  appointed 
one  of  the  Barons  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer. 

Geot^e  Boone  Boupell,  Esq.,  one  of  the  Masters  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  died  in  the  month  of  January  18  SB, 
and  Andrew  Henry  Lynch,  of  the  Middle  Temple,  Esq., 
barrister  at  law,  was  appointed  to  the  vacant  office. 

In  the  vacation  after  Hilary  term  1859,  Samuel  Duck- 
worth,  of  Lincolriz  Inn,  Esq.,  barrister  at  law,  was  ap- 
pointed to  the  office  of  a  Master  in  Chancery,  on  the 
resignation  of  Francis  Cross,  Esq. 

In  the  vacation  after  Hilary  term  1839,  the  following 
gentlemen  were  appointed  her  Majesty's  counsel,  viz., 
John  Stuart,  of  Lincoln* s  Inn,  Robert  Vaughan  Richards, 
of  the  Inner  Temple,  Samuel  Girdlestone,  of  the  Middle 
Temple,  and  Griffith  Richards,  of  the  Inner  Temple, 
Esqs. ;  William  Goodenough  Hayter,  of  LinccirCs  Inn, 
Esq.,  at  the  same  time  received  a  patent  of  precedence. 
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COURT  OF  CHANCERY.  xi 


CouBT  9W  Crakcbey, 

March  1839. 

.  Iv  is  herebj  declared  and  directed  by  the  Lord  High 
•  Chancellor,  with  the  ooncnrrence  of  the  Master  of  the 
^HoUs  and  the  Viee^Chancellori  That  in  all  cases  where 
'  a  reoeiTer  of  a  landed  estate  is  appointed,  with  a  di- 
JDBcdon  that  such  receiver  shall  manage  as  well  as  set 
aod  let  with  th^  approbaiioa  of  die  Master^  and  sach 
meceiver  slirily  under  the  provision  of  the  act  Ibr  the 
'  commutation  of  tithes  in  England  and  Wales  (6  &  7  fl^4. 
€.  71.  s.  12.)»  be  deemed,  for  thepntposes  of  the  said  act, 
^  W  owner  of  such  tithes  and  lands  as  therein  mentbned, 
joinlly  with  any  other  person,  the  Master  shall,  without 
qwdal  order,  receive  any  propiisal  regarding  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  said  act  as  to  suck  tithes  and  lands,  and 
•ball  make  his  repolt  thtfreon,.  i^ch  report  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  Court  for  confirmation,  in  the  same 
manner  as  is  now  done  with  respect  to  reports  made 
under  the  sixty-fourth  of  the  General  Orders,  dat^  the 
3d  day  of  April  1828,  and,  until  such  report  be  con- 
firmed. It  shall  not  give  any  authority  to  the  receiver. 

COTTENHAM,  C. 

Lamgdale,  M.  R. 
Launcelot  SHAnwELL,*  v.  C. 
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OF 


CASES 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED  2837. 


IN 


THE  ROLLS  COURT. 


KENT  V.  PICKERING.  Jn/y  87,28. 

nr^HIS  was  a  creditor's  suit  on  behalf  of  George  Kent,  One  of  two 

-■■    and  all  other  the  creditors  of  John  Kent,  deceased,  rSl^'to  ^" 

against  Samuel  Pickering  and  Robert  Cannon,  the  ex-  ^^ti^m  his  own 

ecators  of  John  Kent.     The  bill  was  filed  on  the  21st  balance  due 

of  December  18S2;  the  answer  was  put  in  on  the  27th  fj;®";  ^^^  ^° 
-.   ,  ^  J  1  ,         .  ,   the  testalor'i 

of  the  same  month ;  and  on  the  same  day  the  usual  estate. 

decree  for  the  accounts  was  obtained.  The  Master 
made  his  report  on  the  2dd  of  February  1837,  which  he 
oomroenced  by  stating  that  he  had  thought  fit  to  commit 
the  prosecution  of  the  decree,  in  conformity  with  the 
liberty  given  in  that  behalf  by  the  fifly-sixth  of  the  New 
Orders  of  1828,  to  John  Henry  DeffeU,  a  creditor  there- 
inafter named.  On  the  cause  coming  on  to  be  heard  for 
farther  directions  upon  the  Master's  report,  a  petition 
was  presented  by  the  Defendant  Pickering,  praying  that 
Vol.  II.  B  he 
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1837.  he  might  be  declared  to  be  entitled  to  the  sum  therein 
mentioned,  which  had  been  paid  by  him  in  respect  of 
two  judgment-debts  and  costs,  recovered  against  him  as 
executor  of  the  deceased  debtor,  and  also  to  certain 
other  sums,  in  respect  of  costs  incurred  by  applications 
to  the  Vice-Chancellor,  mentioned  in  the  petition;  and 
that  he  might  be  declared  entided  to  receive,  out  of  the 
testator's  estate,  his  debte  of  1043/.  35.  9d^  and  250^. 
due  upon  a  promissory  note  with  the  interest  thereon, 
in  preference  to  the  payment  of  any  other  simple  contract 
creditor  of  the  testator. 

The  petition  stated,  that  on  the  14th  of  November^ 
seven  days  before  the  filing  of  the  bill,  John  Chapman 
commenced  an  action  against  the  petitioner  and  his  co-> 
executor  for  the  sum  of  241/.  45.,  due  from  the  testator 
on  two  promissory  notes  given  by  him  to  Chapmauj  and 
that  on  the  same  day  Samuel  Appleby  and  Richard  Char-- 
nock  commenced  an  action  against  the  petitioner  and  his 
co-executor  for  the  sum  of  4/.  75.  2eLj  due  to  them  for 
business  done  by  them  as  attornies.      That,  notwith- 
standing the  decree  in  the  cause,  the  Plaintifis  at  law 
proceeded  in  their  actions,  and,  on  the  1st  of  December 
1832,  obtained  judgments  therein  respectively^  de  bonis 
testatoriSf  et  si  non^  de  bonis  propriis^  and  that  writs  of 
Jieri  facias  were  issued  upon  the  judgments,  and  the 
goods  of  Cannon  taken  in  execution.     That  on  the  5th 
of  December  1832,  the  petitioner  and  the  Defendant 
Cannon  applied  to  the  Vice- Chancellor  for  an  injunction, 
when  his  Honor  ordered  that  the  Plaintifis  at  law  re- 
spectively should  be  restrained  from  proceeding  in  their 
actions  until  the  10th  of  Decejnber^hen  instant ;  and  that 
on  that  day,  the  Vice-Chancellor  ordered  that  the  in- 
junction should  be  continued,  so  far  as  the  same  related 
to  the  goods  of  the  testator,  and  that  the  petitioner  and 

the 
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the  Defendant  Cannon  should  pay  the  costs  of  the  ap-  18S7. 
plications.  That  the  Plainti£&  at  law  respectively 
brought  actions  upon  the  judgments  obtained  by  them 
against  the  petitioner  and  the  Defendant  Cannon^  and 
diat  the  petitioner  paid  the  amount  of  the  judgment 
debt  and  costs  in  each  action.  That  the  testator  was, 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  indebted  to  the  petitioner  in 
tbe  sum  of  104S/.  35.  9^.  for  goods  sold,  and  money 
leoty  and  also  in  the  sum  of  250/.  secured  by  a  promissory 
note.  That  on  the  16th  of  November  1882,  the  peti- 
tioner retained  out  of  the  assets  of  the  testator  the 
sum  of  7222.  ISs.  Id.^  and  on  the  28th  of  the  same 
month  the  sum  of  277/.  Ss*  11(2.,  in  part  satisfaction  of 
what  was  due  to  him,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  De* 
fendant  Cannon. 

Tbe  petition  then  stated,  that  the  Master  had  dis- 
allowed^ the  claim  of  the  petitioner  and  the  Defendant 
Cannon  to  the  amount  of  the  judgment  debts  and  costs 
so  paid  by  the  petitioner,  and  also  their  claim  to  the 
costs  incurred  in  respect  of  the  applications  to  the  Vice- 
Chancellor ;  and  that  the  Master  had  also  declined  to 
allow  the  sums  retained  by  the  petitioner  by  way  of  dis- 
charge to  him  in  taking  the  accounts.   That  the  Master, 
by  his  report,  had  found  that  a  balance  of  1588/.  8f.  Id,^ 
was  due  from  the  petitioner ;  and  that  he  had  found  the 
sums  above-mentioned,  of  1048/.  Ss.  9c2.,  and  250/.  and 
interest,  to  be  due  to  the  petitioner  from  the  testator's 
estate.    That,  in  pursuance  of  an  order,  the  petitioner 
bad  paid  into  Court,  out  of  his  own  monies,  the  sum  of 
1583/.  85.  \d^  without  prejudice  to  the  question  of  his 
right  of  retainer.     That  by  the   Master's  report,  the 
specialty  debts  of  the  testator  appeared  to  amount  to 
the  sum  of  264/.  2s.  5d. 

B  2  Mr. 
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18S7.  Mr.  Barber  and  Mr.  Hall^  in  support  of  the  petition. 

The  executor  has  a  clear  right  to  retain  his  own  debt 
out  of  the  assets,  and  this  right  is  not  afiected  by  a  decree 
obtained  in  a  suit  by  the  other  creditors ;  nor  is  it  material 
whether  the  assets  have  come  to  the  hands  of  the  ex- 
ecutor before  or  after  the  decree ;  Nunn  v.  Barlow,  (a) 
Neither  is  this  right  affected  by  the  circumstance  of  the 
assets,  or  part  of  them,  having  been  paid  into  Court. 
Tn  Chissum  v.  Dewes  (ft),  the  administrator  had  paid  a 
part  of  the  general  personal  estate  into  Court;  and 
Mr.  John  Leach  held  that  his  right  of  retainer  would 
prevail  even  against  the  right  of  the  Plaintiff,  in  a 
creditor's  suit,  to  have  the  costs  of  the  suit  satisfied. 
So  in  Langton  v.  Higgs  (c),  the  present  Vice-Chancellor 
said  he  had  not  the  slightest  doubt  that,  notwithstand- 
ing the  administratrix  had  paid  the  money  into  Court, 
her  right  of  retainer  was  unaffected.  In  the  present 
case  the  order,  under  which  the  money ^had  been  paid 
into  Court,  reserved  the  right  of  the  executor ;  and  no 
act  had  been  done  by  the  executor  by  which  his  legal 
right  could  be  prejudiced.  Where  there  are  two  ex- 
ecutors, the  receipt  of  assets  by  one  is  in  point  of  law 
the  receipt  of  assets  by  both ;  and  the  right  of  one  to 
retain  his  separate  debt  is  founded  upon  a  principle 
analogous  to  that,  upon  which  the  right  of  a  single 
executor  to  retain  his  debt  is  founded,  namely,  that 
he  cannot  bring  an  action  against  his  co-executor,  and 
that,  if  he  had  not  the  right  of  retainer,  he  would  be 
remediless.  Equity  follows  the  law  in  this  respect ; 
and,  unless  there  are  any  circumstances  to  take  the 
case  out  of  the  general  rule,  will  recognise  the  right 
of  one  of  two  executors,  or  of  a  surviving  executor, 

to 

(a)  1  i^m.  4*  Slu,5S8.  {c)  5  Sim.  228. 

(5)  5  Ru$t,  29. 
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to  retain  his  debt;  Jacomb  v.  Hanoood.  (a)  The  only  1837. 
exception  to  the  rule,  is  where  there  are  two  executors 
or  administrators  who  are  both  creditors,  in  which 
case  equity  will  prevent  one  from  retaining  to  the  pre- 
judice of  the  other;  Chapman  t.  Turner,  {b)  As  to 
the  executor  having  suffered  judgment  to  go  by  de- 
&ult,  where  there  was  no  defence  to  the  action,  Lord 
Eldouy  in  a  similar  case,  expressly  said,  that  an  ex- 
ecutor was  right  in  so  doing,  and  that  nothing  was 
to  be  inferred  from  his  having  adopted  that  course, 
but  that  he  was  ready  to  do  whatever  a  court  of 
law  or  equity  might  think  proper ;  Dyer  v.  Keart^ 
/^.(c)  It  has  been  held,  that  even  a  false  plea, 
if  put  in  merely  for  the  purpose  of  gaining  time  to 
throw  the  management  of  the  assets  into  a  court  of 
equity,  will  not  deprive  an  executor  of  his  right  to 
protection  in  this  Court ;  Fielden  v.  Fielden.  {d)  The 
order  made  by  the  Vice-Chancellor,  therefore  {e\  which 
was  to  restrain  the  creditor  from  proceeding  against 
the  assets  of  the  testator,  but  to  leave  the  assets  of  the 
executor  liable,  was  not  consistent  with  previous  au- 
thorities, and  the  executor  ought  to  be  allowed  the 
costs  of  the  applications  before  the  Vice-Chancellor. 

Mr.  PemberUm  and  Mr.  Turner^  contra. 

The  Master  was  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiffs  were 
oot  proceeding  bon&Jide  in  the  prosecution  of  this  suit 
for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  and  he  therefore  trans- 
ferred the  conduct  of  the  suit  to  another  creditor.  There 
is  no  pretence  for  questioning  the  propriety  of  the  order 

made 

(a)  8  Yei.  sen.  365.  {d)  1  Sim.  ^  Stu,  2SS. ;  and  see 

W  11  Vm.  Abr.  pi.  72.  Lee  v.  Park,  1  Keen^  714. 

(c)  S  Mer,  483.  n.  (0  ^^^  ▼•  Pickering,  5  Sim. 

56'9. 
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1887*  made  by  the  Vice-Chancellor ;  and,  in  the  absence  of  all 
ground  for  impeaching  it,  this  Court  will  assume  that 
the  final  order,  refusing  protection  to  the  executor,  as 
well  as  the  previous  order,  granting  an  injunction  for 
five  days  only,  was  not  made  without  a  due  regard  to 
the  merits  of  the  case.  As  to  the  question,  whether 
one  of  two  executors  has  a  right  to  retain  his  separate 
debt,  that  is  one  of  considerable  importance.  The  de« 
cision  of  Sir  John  Leach  in  Nunn  v.  Barlow  cannot  be 
supported,  though  it  is  not  necessary,  on  the  present  oc- 
casion, to  call  upon  the  Court  to  dissent  firom  that  deci- 
sion. An  executor  has  a  right  to  pay  himself  upon  the 
principle,  that  he  has  an  equal  right  with  every  other 
creditor  to  have  his  debt  satisfied,  and,  if  he  had  not  a 
right  to  pay  himself,  he  would  be  in  a  worse  situation 
than  any  other  creditor.  But  that  right  continues  only 
so  long  as  he  has  the  administration  of  the  assets ;  and 
from  the  moment  that  a  decree  of  this  Court  is  obtained 
against  him,  the  right  to  retain  must,  if  the  principle  that 
equality  is  equity  is  to  be  respected,  cease.  The  right 
of  retainer  stands  in  the  place  of  the  creditor's  action,  in 
every  other  case  except  that  of  the  executor  creditor ;  and 
as  no  action  can  be  brought  after  a  decree,  so  neither 
can  there  be  any  right  of  retainer  after  a  decree.  There 
is  not  a  single  authority  or  dictum  in  support  of  the  pro- 
position, that  one  executor  has  a  right  to  retain  his  own 
debt  out  of  the  assets  come  to  the  hands  of  two  execu- 
tors. It  is  clear,  that  he  could  not  in  any  case  do  so 
without  the  consent  of  his  co-executor ;  and,  after  a  de- 
cree, his  co-executor  could  not  assent  to  such  a  retainer 
without  giving  a  preference  which  would  break  in  upon 
the  principle  of  equality  which  governs  the  administra- 
tion of  assets  in  this  Court. 

Mr.  Barber^  in  reply. 

The 
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The  Masteb  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  as  to  that  part  1837. 
of  the  petition,  which  related  to  the  costs  of  the  applica* 
tions  made  to  the  Vjce*Chancellor,  he  considered  him- 
self concluded  by  the  order  of  the  Vice-Chancellor ; 
bat  upon  the  question  of  retainer,  he  would  consider 
the  point  before  he  finally  disposed  of  it 


Hie  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Aug.  lo. 

In  this  case  a  balance  is  found  due  frofti  two  ex- 
ecutors to  the  testator's  estate.  One  of  the  executors  is 
a  creditor,  and  claims  to  be  entitled  to  retain  the  amount 
of  his  debt  out  of  the  balance  due  from  the  two.  The 
reasons  on  which  the  right  of  one  executor  to  retain  bis 
own  debt  out  of  the  assets  of  the  testator  in  his  hands, 
is  founded,  are  applicable  to  the  case  in  which  the 
assets  are  in  the  hands  of  both,  and  the  debt  is  due  only 
to  ope.  One  executor  cannot  sue  the  other  in  that 
character :  each  has  a  right  to  pay  or  release  any  debt ; 
and  in  this  case  supposing  the  balance  to  have  been  in 
the  power  of  the  two  jointly,  the  executor  who  is  not  a 
creditor,  could  not  dispose  of  it,  without  the  concur- 
rence of  his  co-executor  the  creditor ;  and  I  think  that 
the  executor  and  creditor  had  a  right  to  refuse  his 
concurrence  to  the  payment  of  any  other  debt  of  equal 
rank  till  his  own  was  satisfied. 

In  Hoptonv.  Dryden{a)  the  point  was  not  determined, 
for  although  it  seems  to  have  been  agreed  in  argument 
that,  of  two  executors,  one  who  was  a  creditor  had  a 
right  to  retain,  yet  in  that  case,  the  right  was  lost  by 
the  death  of  that  executor  leaving  his  co-executor  sur- 
viving him,  because  the  executor  of  the  deceased  exe- 
cutor might  sue  the  surviving  executor  of  the  testator. 

In 
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In  Chapman  y.  Turner  (a)  it  was  determined  that  of 
two  administrators  one  could  not  retain  against  the 
other,  but  that  they  were  to  retain  their  dd>U  rateaUy* 
and  in  WiUand  ▼•  Fenn^  cited  in  Jaeomb  v.  Harwood  {b)f 
a  difference  between  executors  and  administrators  as  to 
their  rights  and  powers  was  negatived.  Under  these 
circumstances,  I  think  that  one  executor  who  is  a 
creditor  of  the  testator,  has  his  right  of  retainer  out  of 
assets  consisting  of  a  balance  due  from  himself  and 
another  executor  joindy. 


{m)  \\V'm.Ahr.1St.    9MotLS6S. 


(6)  S  Fei.  fen.  96S. 


March  18. 


ROGERS  V.  THOMA& 


y^XJKELIA  nOGERS  made  her  will,  dated  the  9th 
•^^  of  September  1832,  in  the  following  words;  — 
1st,   I  give  and  bequeath  to  all  my  surviving  sistersp 
(except  Barbara  and  Caroline^)  in  equal  portions,  share 
and  share  alike,  the  sum  of  4000/.    I  also  give  and 
bequeath  to  the  same  sisters,  all  my  share  or  shares 
or  dues  in  my  mine  or  mines.     2d,  I  give  and  bequeath 
bequeathed  to  to  Caroline  Eawlings  the  sum  of  100^     3d,  I  give  and 
Inu*  of "rflJlf-    bequeath  to  my  brother  Frederick  the  sum  of  200t,  and 
leaven  Row  all  tx)  each  of  my  brothers  1/.  each  to  buy  a  mourninir  rincr. 
which  might      .  ,       ,    j        •  j  i.  .  iTir        ,^  , 

4th,    I  do  give  and  bequeath  to   Mrs.  Martyn  lOOL 

and  mourning,  to  be  given  immediately  after  my  death. 
5th,  I  give  and  bequeath  the  sum  of  40/.  in  aid  of  the 
Clothing  Society  at  Portleaven.  6th,  I  give  and  be* 
queath  the  sum  of  50/.  to  the  Auxiliary  Bible  Society  at 
Penzance.     7th,  I  give  and  bequeath  the  sum  of  40/.  to 

the 


A  testatrix, 
whose  pro- 
perty con- 
sisted chiefly 
of  stock  in 
the  public 
funcis,  after 
giving  various 
l^acies  of 
sums  of  mo- 
ney, gave  and 


niel 

remain  of  her 
money  after 
her  lawful 
debts  and 
legacies  were 
paid: 

Held,  that 
the  persons 
found  to  be 
inhabitants  of 


Tawieaven 

Row  were  entitled  to  the  residue  of  the  testatrix's  general  personal  estate. 
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ikeMsh  Hibernian  Society.     8th,  I  give  and  bequeath        1837* 
to  the  inhabitants  of  Taitieaven  Baa>^  in  the  parish  of    ^"^*^'^*' 
Sethuy,  all  which  may  remain  of  my  money  after  my  «. 

lawfiil  debts  and  l^acies  are  paid.  9th,  I  leave  my  ^^oua§. 
large  Bible  and  watch  to  Francis  Bqgers^  and  my  small' 
one  to  my  aunt  Cecilia  Bassett.  All  my  papers  to  be 
divided  amongst  my  sisters.  I  give  and  bequeath  5/. 
each  to  the  servants  in  York  House.  I  do  here  name 
and  appoint  as  my  only  executors,  my  brother  Frederick 
Sogers  and  William  Tweedy^  jun.,  authorising  and  re- 
questing them  to  execute  all  the  provisions  of  this  my 
last  will  and  testament ;  first  paying  all  my  lawful  debts 
and  funeral  expenses,  and  next  my  legacies,  all  which 
shall  be  paid  within  three  months  after  my  decease. 

The  testatrix  made  three  codicils  to  her  will,  by 
which  she  gave  some  other  pecuniary  legacies. 

The  testatrix  died  shortly  after  the  date  of  her  will ; 
and  her  will  was  duly  proved  by  the  executors  named 
tberem. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  executors  against  the  next 
of  kin  of  the  testatrix,  or  some  of  them,  for  the  purpose 
of  having  the  residuary  personal  estate  of  the  testatrix 
distributed ;  and  by  the  decree  at  the  hearing,  it  was 
referred  to  the  Master  to  take  the  usual  accounts ;  and 
to  ascertain  the  clear  residue,  and  of  what  particulars 
the  personal  estate  of  the  testatrix  consisted  at  the  lime 
of  her  death ;  and  to  inquire  who  were  the  inhabitants 
of  Tofdeaven  Baw  at  the  time  of  her  death,  whether 
any  of  them  were  since  dead,  and,  if  so,  who  were  their 
personal  representatives ;  and  who  were  the  next  of  kin 
of  the  testatrix  living  at  her  death. 

The  Master,  by  his  report,  found  that  all  the  debts 
And  legacies  were  paid,  and  that  the  clear  residue  of  the 

testatrix's 
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18S7.  testatrix's  personal  estate,  after  payment  of  debts  and 
legacies,  consisted  of  678/.  7^.  lOd^  3  per  cent,  reduced 
bank  annuities,  and  the  sum  of  422.  9s.  Sd.  in  ca^ ; 
and  that  her  personal  estate,  at  her  death,  consisted  of 
85712.  8&  7d.f  3  per  cent.  consoL'dated  bank  annuitiesy 
2368/.  7s«  4fd^j  3  per  cent,  reduced  bank  annuities;  the 
sum  of  258/.  2s.  3£/.,  cash  in  her  banker's  bands ;  and  the 
sum  of  57L  145. 7cL  in  her  dwelling  house,  together  widi 
certain  articles  consisting  of  wearing  apparel,  &c.  And 
he  found  that  the  row,  called  Tcmleaven  Bowt  consisted 
of  seven  houses,  which  were  entirely  occupied  by  poor 
fishermen  and  labourers,  and  their  famiUes;  and  that 
the  inhabitants,  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  testatrix, 
were  the  persons  in  his  report  enumerated,  being  thirty 
in  number,  of  whom  three  were  since  dead,  without 
leaving  any  personal  representatives ;  and  he  also  found 
who  were  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testatrix  living  at  her 
decease. 

The  bill  was  amended  by  making  the  inhabitants  so 
found,  and  such  persons,  not  already  Defendants,  who 
were  found  to  be  some  of  the  next  of  kin,  parties  to 
the  suit. 

Two  questions  were  made ;  first,  whether  the  gift  to 
the  inhabitants  of  Taideaven  JRow  was  a  valid  gift,  or  void 
for  uncertainty ;  secondly,  whether  the  stock  would  pass 
under  the  gift  of  the  rest  of  the  testatrix's  money. 

Mr.  Sharpe^  for  the  Plaintifis^  submitted,  that  the  gift 
to  the  inhabitants  of  Tawleaven  Mc/ao  was  good,  whether 
it  was  to  be  considered  as  a  charitable  gift,  or  as  a 
gift  to  a  class.  That  class  having  been  ascertained 
by  the  Master's  report,  there  was  no  uncertainty  as  . 
to  the  objects  of  the  testator's  bounty.  As  to  the 
effect  of  the  words,  "  all  which  may  remain  of  my 
money,"  in  the  residuary  clause,  it  had  been  held  that 

stock 
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stock  would  pass  under  the  words,  *^  monies,  goods,  I8S7. 
chattels,  clothing,  &c.,  the  testator's  pi'operty  which 
might  remain  after  paying  his  funeral  expenses  and 
debts;"  Kendall  v.  Kendall  (a);  and  that  the  words 
"money  left,*'  or  "money  left  unemployed,"  would 
pass  the  general  residue  of  a  testator's  estate,  and,  con- 
sequently, include  stock ;  Legge  v.  ArgiU.  (b)  The 
words,  "  rest  of  my  money,"  must  have  reference  to 
the  previous  gift  of  4000/.,  and  other  pecuniary  legacies ; 
and  it  appeared  that  the  testatrix  was  not  possessed  at 
her  decease  of  much  more  than  SOOL  in  money,  so  that 
there  could  be  no  doubt  as  to  her  intention. 

Mr.  Bazalgette^  for  the  inhabitants  of  Tatdeaven  Bow, 
cited  The  Attome^General  v.  Clarke  {c\  where  the  tes- 
tator gave  the  interest  of  4200/.  Bank  annuities  to  the 
poor  inhabitants  of  Si.  Leonard^  Shoreditch^  and  it  was 
objected  that  the  gift  was  void  for  uncertainty ;  but  the 
Court  held  it  to  be  a  good  charitable  bequest,  excluding 
from  the  benefit  of  it  such  poor  inhabitants  as  received 
parish  relief,  for  otherwise,  it  was  said,  it  would  be 
^▼ing  to  the  rich  and  not  to  the  poor.  In  Dicks  v. 
Lambert  {d)  stock  was  held  to  be  included  under  the ' 
word  "  securities,"  on  the  ground  that,  if  it  were  iTot 
included,  there  would  be  nothing  left  for  the  legacies. 
In  this  will  the  word  "  money  "  could  only  be  used  in 
the  sense  of  general  property,  out  of  which  the  residuary 
gift,  as  well  as  the  debts  and  legacies  of  the  testatrix, 
was  to  be  satisfied,  and  must,  from  the  state  of  her 
property,  necessarily  include  the  stock. 

Mr.  FoUett^  for  the  next  of  kin,  contended  that  there 
was  no  indication,  upon  this  will,  of  a  charitable  intent  on 

tlie 

(a)  4  Huu.  360.  (c)  Ambl.  422. 

(b)  Turn.  ^  Russ,  265.  note  (d)  4  Vet.  735. 
to  OmmoHney  v.  Butcher, 
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1B5T*        the  part  of  the  testatrix ;  and,  if  it  was  not  a  charitable 
bequest,  it  was  altogether  void,  for  all  the  inhabitants 
of  a  given  street  or  row,  without  reference  to  age,  sex, 
or  circumstances,   could  not  be  supposed  to  be  the 
objects  of  her  particular  benevolence  or  bounty.     In 
The  Attomey^General  v.  Comber  {a\  the  gift  was  to  the 
widows  and  orphans  of  a  particular  parish ;  and  Sir  John 
Leach  read  the  gift  as  if  it  were  to  the  poor  widows  and 
orphans,  in  order  to  support  it  as  a  charitable  bequest. 
So  in  Pdoell  v.  7^e  AUomey^Getieral  (&),  a  bequest  to 
the  widows  and  children  of  seamen  belonging   to  the 
town  of  Liverpool^  was  held  to  be  a  good  charitable 
bequest,  and  applied  to  the  benefit  of  an  institution  for 
poor  sailors'  widows  and  orphans  in  that  town.     In  The 
Aitomey^General  v.  Forster  (c).  Lord  Eldan  said  the 
word '  inhabitants '  is  capable  of  a  larger  or  more  limited 
interpretation ;  that  it  was  decided  in  Lord  Cok^s  time 
that  a  man  living  in  Convwall  might,  to  many  purposes, 
be  an  inhabitant  oi  London^  that  is,  by  having  property 
liable  to  the  repair  of  bridges,  and  that  the  construction 
is  always  to  be  made  with  reference  to  the  nature  of  the 
subject.     In  The  King  v.  HaU  {d)  Lord  Tenterden  said, 
**  the  inhabitants  of  any  county,  city,  or  place>  either  in 
its  strict  or  in   its  popular  sense,  are  those  persons 
only  who  have  their  dwelling  therein."    Now,  in  this  will, 
the  word  '*  inhabitants  "  was  used  without  any  qualifica- 
tion or  restriction ;  there  was  nothing  to  raise  any  impli- 
cation of  charitable  intention ;  the  term  would  include 
all  occupiers,  and  lodgers  of  every  condition ;  and  there 
was  not  sufficient  certainty  in  the  persons,  who  were 
to  take,  to  give  validity  to  the  gift,  as  a  gift  to  individual 
objects  of  bounty.    If  the  testatrix  intended  the  inhabit- 
ants at  the  date  of  her  will  to  take,  the  inhabitants  at 
the  time  of  her  death,  who  were  the  persons  found  by 

the 

(a)  2  Sim.  4-  Stu.  93.  (c)  10  Ves.  539. 

(b)  5  Mer,  48.  [d)  1  B.  ^  Creu.  136. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held,  that  the  persons  found 
by  the  Master  to  be  the  inhabitants  of  Tavoleaven  lUm, 
were  entitled  to  the  residue  of  the  testatrix's  general 
personal  estate  after  payment  of  her  debts  and  legacies. 
In  Kendall  v.  Kendall  the  testator  bequeathed  to  his 
wife  ^  all  monies,  goods,  clothing,  8cc.,  my  property, 
which  may  remain,  after  paying  the  charges  incident  to 
my  funeral,  and  such  debits  as  I  may  owe  at  my  death ;  ** 
and  Sir  John  Leach  observed,  that  **  the  mention  of 
debts  and  funeral  expenses  afforded  a  strong  inference 
that  the  testator  considered  himself  as  disposing  of  that 
property,  which  by  law  was  subject  to  those  charges, 
namely,  his  residuary  personal  estate/'  Here  the  be* 
quest  of,  "  all  which  may  remain  of  my  money,"  was 
after  the  testatrix's  lawful  debts  and  legacies  were  paid ; 
and  the  inference  as  to  her  intention  was  at  least  equally 
strong. 

(a)  I  Ruu.  ^  Mfflne^  629.  (6)  1  Mylne  Sf  Keen,  56, 
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the  Master's  report,  could  no  more  take,  than  an  18^» 
after-taken  wife  could  be  entitled  under  a  gift  to  the 
"  testator's  beloved  wife,"  not  mentioning  her  by  name, 
which  had  been  held  to  apply  exclusively  to  the  in- 
dividual answering  the  description  at  the  date  of  the 
will !  Garratt  v.  NiUock.  {a) 

As  to  the  other  point,  in  Gosden  v.  Doiterill  {b)  the 
words  were  "  rest  of  my  money,"  which  could  not  be 
distingatshed  from  the  words  used  by  tl^is  testatrix ;  and 
Sir  Join  Leach^  after  having  reserved  the  point  for  con* 
sideration,  decided  that  the  word  ^^  money "  would  not 
pass  stock,  unless  there  was  some  explanatory  context 
in  the  will.  Here  there  was  nothing  in  the  will  to  shew 
that  the  word  money  was  used  in  any  other  than  its 
natural  I 


u 
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July  22. 
August  8. 

A  testatrix, 
whose  per- 
sona] pro- 
perty con- 
sisted chiefly 
of  stock,  after 
bequeathing 
a  number  of 
pecuniary  and 
specific  le- 
gacies, and 
giving  certain 
directions  as 
to  her  funeral, 
gave  200/.  to 
each  of  her 
executors  for 
their  trouble, 
and  be- 
queathed 
whatever  re- 
mained of 
monev  to  the 
five  children 
o(E.D.: 

Held,  that 
by  the  words, 
*'  whatever 
remains  of 
money,"  the 
testatrix  re- 
ferred to  her 
general  resi- 
duary per- 
sonal estate. 


DOWSON  V.  GASKOIN. 

T^LIZABETH  SMITH,  by  her  will,  dated  the  I2th 
-^^  of  June  1834,  gave  and  bequeathed  to  Mary 
Webb  and  her  brother  Martin,  100/.  each ;  and  to  John 
Troad  and  her  sister  Margaret  20/.  each ;  and  to  John 
Waiter,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  James  Christie  20/.  for  rings; 
and  to  George  Christie  50/.;  and  to  several  persons^ 
therein  named,  10/.  each  for  rings;  and  to  others  5/. 
each  for  rings;  and  to  Mrs.  6.  Gaskoin  and  her  three 
children  80/.  each ;  and  to  Mrs.  &  Gaskoin  and  her 
four  children  20/L  each ;  and  she  bequeathed  to  Char^ 
lotte,  the  wife  of  Richard  Dawson,  her  niece  and  god- 
daughter, 300/.;  and  to  Elizabeth,  the  wife  of  John 
Iknoson,  her  niece,  200/. ;  and  to  EdtoaM  Dawson  and 
his  five  children  100/.  each :  and  after  giving  several 
other  pecuniary  legacies,  and  some  specific  l^acies 
consisting  of  articles  of  plate,  &&,  she  concluded  her 
will  as  follows :  —  **  I  wish  to  be  buried  as  my  sisters 
were,  by  Mr.  Hannington,  and  beg  there  may  be  two 
men  to  watch  the  grave  for  four  or  five  nights ;  and  I 
appoint  Mr.  John  Samuel  Gaskoin  and  Mr.  Thomas 
Bevel  my  executors,  and  bequeath  200/.  to  each  for 
their  trouble ;  and  whatever  remains  of  money,  I  be- 
queath to  Edward  Dawson^s  five  children,  to  be  equally 
divided." 


The  testatrix  died  on  the  30th  of  August  1834*,  leav- 
ing the  PlaintiflF,  Elizabeth  Dawson,  her  sole  next  of 
kin ;  and  her  will  was  proved  by  the  executors  named 
therein. 


The 
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The  bill  was  filed  by  the  Plaintiff,  who  claimed  to 
be  entitled  to  all  that  part  of  the  testatrix's  residuary 
personal  estate  which  did  not  consist  of  money,  against 
the  executors  and  the  five  children  of  Edward  Dawson. 
By  the  decree  at  the  hearing,  it  was  referred  to  the 
Master  to  inquire,  among  other  things,  of  what  par- 
ticulBTs  the  personal  estate  of  the  testatrix  consisted,  at 
the  time  of  making  her  will,  and  of  her  death,  and  to 
ascertain  the  clear  residue  of  her  personal  estate.  By 
the  Master's  report  it  appeared  that,  at  the  date  of 
the  testatrix's  will,  her  personal  estate  consisted  of 
S157/.  Hi.  Qd,  new  3^  per  cent  reduced  bank  annuities, 
5S9L  Us.  Id.  cash  in  the  Brighton  Savings'  Bank,  and 
350/.  cash,  together  with  plate,  wearing  apparel,  &&, 
and  that  the  stock  and  money  in  the  Savings'  Bank, 
with  the  interest  accrued  thereon,  continued  in  her  pos- 
session at  her  death.  The  Master  found  that  a  balance 
of  96/.  16f.  2d.  cash,  and  the  sum  of  2060/.  9s.  \\d.^ 
new  S^  per  cent*  reduced  bank  annuities,  remained  un« 
applied ;  and  that  those  sums,  subject  to  the  payment 
of  certain  legacies,  as  to  which  the  executors  sought  the 
direction  of  the  Court,  constituted  the  clear  residue  of 
the  testatrix's  personal  estate. 


1887. 


llie  principal  question  in  the  cause  was,  whether  that 
part  of  the  testatrix's  residuary  personal  estate,  which 
consisted  of  stock,  would  pass  under  the  words  ^^  what- 
ever  remains  of  my  money  "  to  the  five  children  of 
Edward  Dcfwson^  or  whether  it  was  undisposed  of,  and 
belonged  to  the  Plaintiff  as  next  of  kin. 

Mr.  Stinton^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

The  case  of  Gosden  v.  Dotterill{a)y  is  precisely  in 
point  with   the  present  case.     There,   as   here,   afler 

bequests 
(a)  1  Mylne  4*  Keen,  56. 
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bequests  of  pecuniary  l^acies,  tbe  testator  gave  the  rest 
of  his  money  to  be  equally  divided  between  his  brother 
and  his  niece ;  and  Sir  John  JLeach^  after  taking  time  to 
examine  the  authorities,  decided  that  ^*  stock,''  of  which 
the  testator's  personal  proper^  chiefly  consisted,  would 
not  pass  under  the  word  ^  money,"  in  the  absence  of 
any  explanatory  context  in  the  will,  and  that  the  next 
of  kin  were  consequendy  entitied  to  that  part  of  the 
residue  which  consisted  of  stock.  The  only  question  is, 
therefore^  whether  there  is  any  explanatory  context  in 
this  will,  shewing  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testa^ 
tatrix  to  use  the  word  '*  money,"  in  any  other  than  its 
natural  and  ordinary  sense;  and,  in  that  respect,  the 
present  case  is  not  distinguishable  from  Gosden  ▼•  Dot" 
tertlL  In  both  cases,  the  gift  of  the  rest  of  the  money 
is  preceded  by  bequests  of  pecuniary  legacies;  and  there 
is  no  expression  used  in  any  part  of  this  will,  from  which 
it  can  be  collected  that  the  testatrix  intended  her  stock 
to  pass  under  the  word  ^<  money."  In  the  absence  of 
any  such  expression  of  intention,  the  rule  of  law  will 
prevail ;  for*  no  inference  of  intention  can  be  drawn 
from  the  state  of  the  testatrix's  property,  either  at  the 
time  of  making  her  will,  or  of  her  decease,  which  the 
Court  cannot  look  at  for  the  purpose  of  construing  a 
will  which,  upon  the  bee  of  it,  needs  no  extrinsic  aid 
to  explain  it 


Mr.  Stuarty  contra. 

If  the  rule^  which  is  supposed  to  be  inflexible,  is  to 
prevail,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  intention  of 
the  testatrix  will  in  this,  as  in  every  similar  instance, 
be  defeated ;  for,  before  making  any  disposition  of  her 
residuary  property,  she  gives  legacies  which  more 
than  exhaust  all  the  money,  in  the  strict  sense  of  that 
word,  which  was  in   her  posssession  at  the  time  of 

making 
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taiaking  her  will,  or  of  her  decease.     It  is  true  that  the        18^ 
Court  cannot  look  out  of  a  will  for  the  purpose  of  find-     ^"^T^^^^ 
ing  an  intention  which  does  not  primarily  appear  upon  «» 

the  face  of  the  instrument;  but  it  is  well  settled  that  CtAWLoiw^ 
the  Court  may  look  at  extrinsic  circumstances  to  ascer* 
tain  the  meaning  of  terms  used  by  a  testator,  and  that 
it  may  look  at  the  state  of  the  property  to  ascertain 
what  is  the  subject  of  matter  which  the  testator  intended 
to  dispose:  Lowe  v.  Lord  Huntingtawer (a).  If  the 
whole  of  the  testatrix's  property  had  consisted  of  stock, 
the  words  *^  whatever  remains  of  money,*'  must  have 
passed  the  residue  of  the  stock  to  the  residuary  legatees  ; 
and  what  difference  can  it  make,  for  the  purpose  of  put- 
ting a  ratbnal  construction  upon  the  residuary  clause, 
whether  the  whole  of  the  previous  dispositions  of  the 
will,  or  the  greater  part  of  them,  must  necessarily  be 
satisfied  out  of  the  stock  belonging  to  the  testatrix.  It 
is  admitted  that,  if  there  is  explanatory  context,  the 
word  **  money  "  will  pass  "  stock :  **  now  where  the  pro- 
perty of  a  testator  consists  of  money  and  stock,  and  he 
gives  legacies  which  more  than  exhaust  his  money,  and 
makes  a  disposition  of  the  rest  of  his  money,  the  pre- 
vious dispositions  of  his  will  are  in  themselves  explana- 
tory context,  and  shew  that  by  the  rest  of  his  money 
he  intended  the  residue  of  his  general  personal  estate. 
In  Legge  v.  AsgiU  (b\  Sir  John  Leach  decided  that 
the  general  residue  of  the  testatrix's  estate  passed 
under  the  words  "  money  left  unemployed  "  and  that 
decision  was  affirmed,  upon  appeal,  by  Lord  Eldon.  In 
Kendall  ▼•  Kendall  {c)^  the  testator  gave  *^  all  monies, 
goods,  chattels,  clothing,  &c.  my  property  which  may 
remain  after  paying  the  charges  incident  to  my  funeral 
and  such  debts  as  I  may  owe  at  my  death/'  and  Sir 

John 

(a)  4  Ruis,  532.  n.  (c)  4  Ruu,  560. 

{b)  Turn.  ^  Ruii.  265.  n. 

Vol.  II.  C 
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]837.  John  Leach  observed  that  the  mention  of  debts  and 
funeral  expenses  afforded  a  strong  inference  that  the 
testator  considered  himself  as  disposing  of  tbat  property 
which,  bylaw,  was  subject  to  those  charges,  namdy,  his 
general  personal  estate ;  and  thb  bequest  was  accord- 
ingly held  to  pass  the  testator's  stock.  In  the  present 
case,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  bequest  of  the  rest  of 
the  testatrix's  money  is  preceded  by  special  directioas 
as  to  her  funeral. 

Mr.  SHntan^  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  in  this  case  arises  upon  the  meaning  of 
the  words  ^^  whatever  remains  of  money "  in  the  last 
clause  of  the  will.  "  Whatever  remains  of  money  " 
must  signify  a  remainder  at  some  time,  or  after  some 
operation  upon  the  sum  of  which  the  remainder  is  con- 
templated. Is  it  to  be  the  sum  existing  at  the  date  of 
the  will,  or  the  remainder  of  that  sum  or  of  any  sub- 
sequent sum  which  may  exist  at  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tatrix, or  after  payment  of  her  debts  and  legacies? 
There  is  no  intimation  that  she  intended  the  money 
(literally  so  called)  to  be  first  applied  in  payment  of 
debts  and  legacies ;  and  no  reason  can  be  given  why 
the  Court  is  to  apply  it  first,  or  to  make  an  apportion- 
ment for  the  purpose  of  wholly  or  partially  defeating 
that  which  seems  to  be  the  intention  of  the  testatrix.  -  In 
the  construction  of  wills  the  object  of  the  Court  is  to 
give  efiect,  as  far  as  it  can,  to  the  real  meaning  of  tes- 
tators ;  and  experience  shews  that  the  word  "  money  " 
is  often  used  in  the  sense  of  property.  Even  in  the 
case  of  Gosden  v.  Dotterillf  which  is  in  many  respects 
like  the  present,  and  in  which  Six  John  Leach  considered 
himself  precluded  by  the  authorites  from  giving  efiect 

to 
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to  the  iotentioD,  he  nevertheless  thought  it  right  to  say 
that  he  had  no  doubt  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
testatrix  in  that  case  that  the  stock  should  pass  under 
the  tenn  mcxiey. 

I  have  looked  at  the  several  cases  of  Hatlmn  t;  Sui^ 
iom  {a) J  Ommmmey  v.  Btttcker  (i),  Legge  v.  ji^iU  {c\  and 
Kendall  v.  Kendall  (d),  and  from  them  it  appears  thaty 
although  a  simple  bequest  of  money  will  not  of  itself 
pass  stock,  yet  the  word  **  money  "  may  be  so  used  in 
a  will,  as  from  the  whole  context  to  shew  that  the  tes- 
tator meant  it  to  pass  stock  and  other  personal  estate ; 
and  that,  when  the  intention  can  be  clearly  collected, 
the  Court  will  act  upon  it ;  and,  as  I  think,  that  the  in- 
tention clearly  appears  upon  this  will,  I  must  declare 
that,  upon  the  true  construction,  the  five  children  of  Ed- 
ward  Damon  are  entitled  to  so  much  of  the  stocks, 
monies,  and  debts  as  remained  after  payment  of  the 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  debts,  and  legacies 
of  the  testatrix. 


18S7. 


In  die  dvii  law,  which  made 
no  ^stinction,  except  for  very 
limited  piupotes,  between  land 
and  personal  property,  the  word 
"'pecunia*'  comprehended  every 
•pecies  of  corporeal  property: 
Pecuniae  verbum  non  solum 
pecuniam  numeratam  complec- 
titur,  verum  omnem  omnino  pe» 
hoc   esty   omnia    cor- 


(a)  \SVe$.Z\9. 

\h)  Turn.  4-  Run.  260. 


pora;  nam  corpora  quoque  pe- 
cuniae appellatione  contineri  ne- 
mo est  qui  ambiget.  Dig.  lib.  50. 
tit.  16.  1. 178.  It  also  included 
incorporeal  rights :  Pecuniae  no- 
mine non  solum  numerata  pecu- 
nia,  sed  omnes  res  tarn  soli  quam 
mobiles,  et  tam  corpora  quam 
jura  continentur.    Ibid.  1. 22S. 


(c)  Turn.  4r  R^9*  S65.  n. 
\d)  4jRfltf«.S60. 
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Jvlff  26. 


SWIFT  V.  NASH. 


A  testator  <fi- 
rected  his 
real  and  per- 
sonal estate 
to  be  sold, 
and  the  mo- 
nies arising 
from  the  sale 
to  be  applied 
in  the  nrst 
place  to  the 

Esyment  of 
is  debts, 
funeral  and 
testamentary 
expenses,  and 
also  the  le- 
gacies which 

bequeath  by 
any  codicil  or 
codicils  to  his 
will.    He 
afterwards 
gave  an  an- 
nuity to  his 
wife  by  an 
unattested 
codicil: 

Held,  that 
the  annuity 
was  well 
charged  on 
the  real 


XO/OT  SWIFT,  by  his  will,  dated  the  26th  of 
^^  March  1828,  and  duly  attested  so  as  to  pass  real 
estate,  after  directing  that  all  his  just  debts  and 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  should  be  paid 
out  of  his  personal  estate,  and  in  case  his  personal 
estate  should  be  insufficient,  then  out  of  his  real 
estate,  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  unto  Robert 
Oldershaw  and  his  heirs,  all  his  freehold  messuages, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments ;  and  he  gave  and  be- 
queathed unto  the  said  Robert  Oldershaw^  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  all  his  personal  estate, 
and  all  his  leasehold  messuages  and  tenements  upon 
trust  to  sell  and  convert  into  money  all  his  personal 
estate,  and  to  collect  all  the  money  which  should  be  owing 
to  him  either  on  securities,  or  by  simple  contract ;  and 
as  to  his  freehold  and  leasehold  messuages  and  pre- 
mises, to  sell  the  same,  as  his  trustee  or  trustees  for  the 
time  being  should  think  fit,  by  public  auction  or  private 
contract.  And  it  was  his  will,  and  he  thereby  directed, 
that  the  money  to  arise  from  such  sales,  and  also  all  his 
ready  money  whatsoever,  and  all  money  to  be  collected 
and  got  in  as  aforesaid,  should  be  held  upon  trust,  that 
his  said  trustee  or  trustees  for  the  time  being  should  in 
the  first  place  pay  and  apply  a  competent  part  of  the 
same  money,  in  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  all  his  just 
debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  also  the 
legacies  which  he  might  bequeath  by  any  codicil  or 
codicils  to  his  will,  and  should  lay  out  and  invest  the 
residue  of  the  said  money  as  he  or  they  should  think 
proper.  And  upon  further  trust  to  pay  and  divide  the 
interest,  dividends,  and  income  of  the  said  trust  monies 
to  his  two  daughters,  Mary  Woolnorih,  and  Anne  NasA^ 

equally 
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€qaally  between  them  for  their  lives,  for  their  sole  and  -18S7. 
separate  use,  and  without  power  of  anticipation.  And  on  "gjl^^^ 
the  death  of  each  of  his  said  dau^ters,  he  directed  the  ^  «• 
share  of  the  trust  monies  in  which  that  daughter  was 
to  have  a  Iife*interest  to  be  held  in  trust  for  the  child, 
granddhild,  or  other  issue  of  such  daughter,  in  such 
shares  and  proportions  as  the  daughter  should  appoint 
in  manner  therein  mentioned;  and  in  default  such 
appointment,  in  trust  for  all  the  children  of  such 
daughter  equally,  the  sons  to  take  vested  interests  when 
they  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and  the 
daughters,  when  they  should  attain  that  age  or  marry, 
with  limitations,  in  case  any  of  the  grandchildren  should 
not  live  to  acquire  vested  interests,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  surviving  grandchildren,  and  an  ultimate  limit- 
ation, in  case  the  testator's  daughters  should  die  without 
issue,  for  his  next  of  kin  according  to  the  statute  of 
limitations.  And  the  testator  appointed  Robert  Older'" 
s/iow  sole  executor  of  his  will. 

The  testator  made  a  codicil  to  his  will,  dated  the 
11th  of  April  1833,  which  was  unattested,  in  the  fol- 
lowing words :  -^  ^*  This  is  a  codicil  to  the  last  will  of 
me,  Joseph  Smfi,  bearing  date  the  26th  day  of  March 
1828.  Whereas,  since  the  execution  of  my  said  will, 
I  have  married  my  present  wife  Mary  Swiftj  and  in 
order  to  make  some  provision  for  her  in  die  event 
of  my  decease  before  her,  I  do  by  this  writing,  which 
I  declare  to  be  a  codicil  to  my  said  will,  give  and  be- 
queath unto  her,  my  said  wife  Marj/f  the  sum  of  20/. 
to  be  paid  to  her  immediately  after  my  decease,  for 
the  purpose  of  providing  herself  with  mourning  and 
other  necessaries.  And  I  direct  my  trustee  and  ex- 
ecutor named  in  my  said  will,  his  executors  or  admin- 
istrators, to  pay  unto  her,  mv  said  wife,  one  annuity 
or  yearly  sum  of  1002.,  to  be  paid  and  payable  to  her 

C  3  quarterly 
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quarterly  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life; 
and  I  direct  the  first  payment  thereof  to  be  made  at 
the  end  of  three  months  next  after  my  decease.  And 
I  further  direct  my  said  trustee  and  executor  to  permit 
and  suffer  my  said  wife  to  live  and  reside  in  the  dwell- 
ing-house wherein  I  now  reside,  and  to  hare  the  use 
and  enjoyment  of  all  my  household  famitnre,  plate^ 
linen,  and  china,  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life 
without  paying  any  rent  for  the  said  house>  except  the 
ground-rent,  and  keeping  the  premises  in  tenantable 
repair ;  and  from  alul  after  her  decease,  then  I  direct 
the  said  house  and  premises,  and  my  said  household 
furniture,  plate,  linen,  and  china  shall  fall  into  the  resi- 
due of  my  estate^  and  be  disposed  of  in  such  manner 
and  to  the  same  persons  as  I  have  directed  by  my  said 
Will,  and  in  all  other  respects  I  confirm  my  said  will.** 

The  testator  died  on  the  2Sd  of  Februaty  1834,  leav- 
ing his  daughters,  Mary  Woclnorth  and  Anne  Nashf  his 
co-heirs  and  next  of  kin,  and  the  Plaintiff  Mary  Sioifty 
his  widow,  surviving  him.  Robert  OldersAafw^  the  exe- 
cutor named  in  the  will,  renounced  probate  thereof,  and 
administration  with  the  will  annexed  was  granted  to  the 
testator's  daughters.  The  personal  estate  was  insuffi- 
cient for  the  payment  of  the  testator's  debts  and  legacies^ 
and  the  bill  was  filed  by  the  Plaintiff  against  the  ad- 
nunistratrixes  with  their  husbands,  and  other  parties  in- 
terested under  the  will,  and  against  Bobert  OldershaWj  and 
it  prayed  that  the  will  might  be  established  and  for  the 
usual  accounts  of  the  testator's  personal  estate,  together 
with  an  account  of  the  arrears  of  the  annuity  due  to  the 
Plaintiff;  and  that  the  testator's  freehold  estates  might 
be  sold,  and  that  out  of  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  a 
sufficient  sum  might  be  set  apart  to  secure  the  further 
payoient  of  die  Plaintiff's  annuity. 

The 
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The  question  in  the  cau^  was,  whether  the  annuity 
given  to  the  testator's  widow  by  the  unattested  codicil, 
was  well  charged  on  the  testator's  freehold  estates. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Simons^  for  the  Plaintiffi 

The  testator  directs  his  real  estates  to  be  sold,  and 
applied,  if  necessary,  in  aid  of  his  personal  estate,  and 
charges  his  debts,  and  also  the  legacies  which  he  should 
give  by  any  codicil  or  codicils  to  his  will,  upon  the  mixed 
fimd,  composed  of  his  personal  estate  and  the  produce 
of  the  sale  of  his  real  estates.  A  charge  of  debts  upon 
hmd  necessarily  comprehends  subsequent  debts,  and  the 
same  principle  has  been  extended  to  legacies,  so  that  if 
a  testator,  by  a  will  duly  attested,  charges  his  real  es- 
tate generally  with  the  payment  of  legacies,  the  charge 
will  extend  to  l^;Bcies  given  by  an  unattested  codicil ; 
Hyde  v.  Hyde  (a).  Masters  v.  Mctsters  (b\  Brudenell  v. 
Baugkion  (c),  Habergkam  v.  Vincent  (d).  In  WUUams 
T.  Tke  Duke  cf  B6Uon[e\  a  trust  term  was  given  by  the 
testator  to  trustees  to  raise  and  pay  the  l^acies  before 
given,  and  all  such  legacies  as  the  testator  should  give 
by  any  codicil ;  and  the  charge  was  held  to  extend  to 
rent-charges  given  by  an  unattested  codicil. 

Mr.  PrescoU  White  and  Mr.  Bogers^  amtrd. 

The  cases  which  have  decided  that  a  general  charge 

of  legacies  by  a  will  will  include  legacies  given  by  an 

unattested  codicil,  though  acquiesced  in,  have  not  been 

approved  by  eminent  Judges,  resting,  as  it  is  said,  upon 

no  satisfactory  principle.     The  ground  upon  which 

these 

(a)  1  Eq.  Abr.  409.  (e)  Not  reported  as  to  this 

lb)  1  P.  Wnu.  48 1.  point,  but  stated  in  Hnhergham 

(c)  9  Atk.  96S.  ▼.  Vmcent^  4  Bro.  C.  C.  S69. 976. 

{d)   4  Bro.  C.  a  353.      S.  C.      3BS. 
sF«f.jan.204. 
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18S7ao  ^  these  decisions  have  proceeded  is,  that  a  charge  of  le- 
^^Jt^i^fc^^cies  being,  like  a  charge  of  debts,  of  a  fluctuating 
©?  *'  "^  nature,  is  capable  of  future  enlargement  by  an  instru^ 
^'h8a'/  ment  which,  being  in  a  sense  identified  with  the  ori- 
ginal charge,  need .  not  be  attested  according  to  the 
forms  required  by  the  statute.  But  it  has  never  yet  been 
held  that  a  charge  of  legacies  can  be  initiated  by  an 
unattested  instrument;  and  accordingly  an  attempt  to 
reserve  by  a  will,  duly  attested,  a  power  to  charge  by 
an  instrument  not  duly  attested,  has  been  determined 
to  be  inoperative.  Rose  v.  Cunynghame  (a),  WhytaU  v. 
Kay  (ft).  The  annuity  given  in  the  first  instance  by 
the  codicil  amounts  in  effect  to  an  attempt  to  create  a 
rent-charge  by  an  unattested  testamentary  instrument. 
Williams  v.  The  Duke  of  Bolton  is  not  reported,  and 
there  might  have  been  special  circumstances  for  the 
decision  in  that  case,  which  would  render  it  inapplicable 
as  an  authority  in  support  of  the  proposition  that  a 
rent-charge  cannot  be  distinguished,  in  respect  of  the 
question  now  under  consideration,  from  an  ordinary 
legacy. 

Mr.  Tinnetfy  in  reply. 

In  Bjose  v.  Cum/nghame^  Sir  William  Grant  was  of 
opinion  that  the  trust  was  equivalent  to  the  reservation 
of  a  power  to  create  a  future  charge  of  l^acies  by  an 
unattested  instrument ;  and  in  WhytaU  v.  Kay^  the  tes- 
tator expressly  reserved  to  himself  such  a  power  to 
appoint  the  whole  residue  arising  from  the  sale  of  his 
¥eal  and  personal  estate.  Here,  there  is  no  reservation 
of  a  power  to  charge,  but  a  general  charge  of  legacies 
-  to  be  afterwards  declared ;  and  such  declaratipn,  accord- 
ing to  the  authorities,  may  be  made  by  an  unattested 
v*  instrument. 

The 
(fl)  12  rM.29.  (6)  2  Mylne  ^  Keen,  765. 
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Tlie  Master  of  the  Rolls.  1837.  -i^ 

In  this  case  the  testator,  by  a  will  duly  attested,  di- 
rects his  real  and  personal  estate  to  be  converted  into 
money,  and  the  mixed  fund  arising  from  the  conversion 
is  to  be  applied  in  the  first  place  to  the  payment  of  his 
debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  also  the 
legacies  which  he  might  bequeath  by  any  codicil  or 
codicils  to  his  will.  By  an  unattested  codicil  he  gives 
the  annuity  in  question  to  his  wife,  and  the  question  is, 
whether  this  annuity  is  well  charged  upon  his  real 
estate.  I  am  of  opinion  that,  by  the  will,  there  is  a 
general  charge  of  debts  and  also  of  legacies  to  be  after- 
wards specified  by  any  codicil ;  and,  consequently,  that 
this  case  falls  within  the  authorities  which  have  been 
dted  for  the  Plaintifi*,  and  not  within  the  cases  in  which 
a  power  was  reserved  to  create  a  future  charge  of 
Legacies  by  an  unattested  codicil. 


MALINS  V.  FREEMAN.  isss. 

Dee.  9. 

1837 

'T^HE  Plaintifi;  William  Majiins,  being  the  owner  of      Jmu  u. 

an  estate,   partly  freehold  and   partly  copyhold,  Where  an 

called  "  The  Bjookeryi^  and  situate  at  Woodford^  in  the  chased  aflm' 

county  of  Es$eXy  caused  the  same  to  be  put  up  for  sale  JJuctiM  under 

by  auction,   in  five  lots,   on  the   8th  of  May  18S4.  to  the  lot  pot 

Bichard  Ellis  the  elder  acted  as  auctioneer;  and  among  ^e  Court%ia 

the  not  decree 
gpecificpefw 
formaoce  against  the  purchaser,  but  leave  the  vendor^  if  he  has  sustained  any 
damage  bv  the  mistake  of  the  purchaser,  to  his  remedy  at  law. 

A  bill  for  specific  performance  was  accordingly,  under  such  drcumstances,  dis- 
missed without  costs. 


FiOMjklf.' 
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]  8Mtf  the  conditions  of  sale  which  vera  read  previoasly  to  die 
MiHiiti  commencement  of  the  sale,  it  was  stipulated  that  the 
«.  *  purchaser  of  each  lot  should  pay  down  a  deposit  of 
20  per  cent,  in  part  of  the  purchase-money,  and  sign 
an  agreement  for  the  payment  of  the  remainder  oi  the 
purchase-money,  with  the  amount  of  the  timber,  fix- 
tures, &c.  on  or  before  the  SOth  o(  August  1834. 

The  Defendant  James  Freeman  attended  the  sale,  and 
was  declared  the  highest  bidder  for  and  the  purchaser 
of  lot  S.  at  the  sum  of  1400/. ;  and,  upon  the  lot  being 
knocked  down  to  him,  he  handed  in  his  card  to  Bichard 
EUis  the  younger,  who  acted  as  clerk  to  his  father,  and 
wrote  down  the  name  and  address  of  the  Defendant  on 
a  copy  of  the  conditions  and  particulars  of  sale.  There 
was  a  reserved  bidding  on  the  other  lots  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's estate,  none  of  which  were  actually  sold.  A  copy* 
hold  estate  belonging  to  one  Davies  was  afterwards  put 
up  for  sale,  but  was  also  bought  in  under  a  reserved 
bidding.  At  the  close  of  the  auction  the  Defendant  was 
called  upon  to  pay  the  deposit  of  20  per  cent  upon  the 
price  of  lot  3.,  and  to  sign  an  agreement  for  the  payment 
of  the  remainder  of  the  purchase-money  in  pursuance  of 
the  conditions  of  sale,  when  he  declared  that  he  had  made 
a  great  mistake  m  bidding  for  lot  3.  of  the  Plaintiff's 
estate,  having  in  fact  been  employed  only  to  bid  up  to  a 
protecting  price  for  Daviess  estate,  and  he  refused  to 
sign  the  contract  or  pay  the  deposit  The  bill  was 
filed  against  the  Defendant  for  a  specific  performance 
of  the  agreement ;  it  charged  that  the  property,  com- 
prised in  lot  3.,  consisting  of  a  piece  of  land  which  was 
described  and  commented  upon  by  the  auctioneer  at 
the  time  of  the  sale,  differed  entirely  from  the  property 
of  Robert  DaroieSj  which  was  put  up  in  a  single  lot,  and 
consisted  of  a  house  and  grounds,  and  that  the  alleged 
mistake  was  a  mere  after-thought  of  the  Defendant,  set 

up 
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up  by  him  io  conseqiienee  of  hift  haying  repeated  of  hU 
purchase.  The  bOl  further  charged^  that  the  person 
employed  to  bid  up  to  a  protecting  price  for  Daviess 
estate  was  not  the  Defendant,  but  a  person  of  the  name 
ofCbfc. 

The  Defendant,  by  his  answer,  stated  that  he  was 
appointed  to  bid  for  Davies^s  property  up  to  a  protect- 
ing price,  and  that  having  entered  the  auction  room 
while  lot  2.  of  the  Plaintiff's  property  was  in  the  course 
of  sale,  he  supposed  and  believed  that  the  next  pro- 
perty oSereA  for  sale  would  be  Daviess,  and  under  that 
impression,  he  bid  for  lot  8.  of  the  Plaintiff's  property, 
without  any  knowledge  or  consideration  of  the  value 
thereof^  and  that  the  price  at  which  the  same  was 
knocked  down  to  him,  was  a  most  exorbitant  and  un- 
reasonable one.  That  at  the  conclusion  of  the  sale  he 
explained  the  mistake  to  the  auctioneer,  and  requested 
him  to  extricate  him  from  the  difficulty  in  which  it  had 
placed  him.  .  The  Defendant  further  submitted  and  in- 
sisted that  there  was  no  sufficient  contract  in  writing, 
within  the  statute,  signed  by  the  Defendant  or  his  agent 
so  as  to  be  binding  on  the  Defendant,  and  that  there 
was  no  real  bidder  for  lot  8.,  but  that  the  Plaintiff's 
solicitor  was  the  only  bidder  besides  the  Defendant, 
and  that  such  solicitor  acted  as  a  pu£&r  for  the  vendor, 
and  did  in  fact  bid  several  times  against  the  Defendant, 
and  run  the  lot  up  to  an  exorbitant  price. 

By  the  evidence  of  Cole,  it  appeared  that  both  Cole 
and  the  Defendant  were  employed  by  Davies  to  bid  up 
to  a  protecting  price  for  his  property,  and  that,  in  a 
conversation  which  took  place  between  Ccle  and  the 
Defendant,  after  lot  8.  of  the  Plaintiff's  property  had 
been  knocked  down  to  the  Defendant,  Cde  informed 
the  Defendant  of  his  mistake,  and  advised  him  to  speak 

to 
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I8S6.       to  the  aucdoneer  about  it  at  once,  but  the  Defendant 
*Jjtf  "TraT      declined  doins:  so  until  the  sale  was  over, 

MAMaaaH*         Mr,  Kinderdey^  Mr.  Sidebottomy  and  Mr.  MalinSj  for 
the  Plaintiff. 

The  Defendant  resiats  the  perfonnance  of  the  con- 
tract upon  three  grounds;  first,  that  there  was  not  a  sa& 
fident  signing  by  him  or  his  agent  to  render  this  a  yalid 
contract  within  the  statute  of  frauds ;  secondly,  that  if 
it  was  a  valid  contract  within  the  statute,  it  was  entered 
into  under  a  mistake,  and  therefore  not  one  of  wliich 
the  specific  performance  will  be  enforced  by  this  Court ; 
thirdly,  that  the  Plaintiff  employed  a  puffer  at  the 
sale,  by  whose  biddings  the  price  at  whidi  the  lot 
was  sold  to  the  Defendant  was  raised  to  an  exorbitant 
price.  As  to  the  first  point.  Bird  v.  BouUer  (a)  is  an 
express  authority  to  shew  that  an  entry  by  the  auc- 
tioneer's clerk  is  a  memorandum  in  writing  by  an  agent 
lawfully  authorised  within  the  statute,  for  in  the  business 
which  he  performs  of  entering  the  names,  &&  of  the 
purchasers,  he  is  impliedly  authorised  by  the  persons 
attending  the  sale  to  be  their  agent.  In  that  case  a 
mere  nod  or  sign  of  assent  by  the  purchaser  was  hdd 
to  be  sufiicient ;  here  the  purchaser  distinctly  declared 
his  assent  by  handing  in  his  card.  That  an  auctioneer 
is  by  implication  an  agent  duly  authorised  to  sign  a 
contract  on  behalf  of  the  highest  bidder  ^as  established 
by  previous  decisions ;  fVhite  v.  Proctor  (i),  Kenufs  v. 
Proctor  (c) ;  and  Bird  v.  Boulter  shews  that  for  this  pur- 
pose the  auctioneer's  clerk  stands  precisely  in  the  place 
of  the  auctioneer.  So  in  Henderson  v.  BamewaU  {d)^ 
Mr.  Baron  Hidlock  observes  that  an  auctioneer's  clerk, 

who 

(a)  4  JB.  *  Ad,  445.  (c)  5  T.  j*  ^.  57.;  and  I  J.  * 

(b)  ^  Taunt.  S09.  W.SSO. 

id)  ir.4-J.389. 
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who  writes  down  the  name  of  the  buyer  in  his  presence, 
is  the  agent  of  both  parties.  Taking  this,  therefore,  to 
be  a  valid  contract  within  the  statute,  there  is,  in  the 
first  place,  no  sufficient  evidence  to  shew  that  the  De« 
fendant  entered  into  it  under  a  mistake,  and  even  if 
the  evidence  on  that  point  were  doubtful,  it  would  be 
too  dangat>us  to  permit  a  party  who  admits  the  perfect, 
iaimess  and  publicity  of  the  transaction,  and  does^  not 
attempt  to  impeach  the  conduct  of  the  party  with  whom 
he  oontraots,  to  resort  to  a  defence,  which  is  necessarily 
open  to  great  suspicion,  and  which,  if  true,  seeks  to 
resciod  a  contract  upon  no  other  ground  than  the  De- 
fendant's own  gross  negligence.  Obtuseness  or  care- 
lessness may  be  so  dense  or  gross  as  in  itself  to  amount 
io  a  species  of  legal  fraud,  and  at  any  rate  will  receive 
no  encouragement  firom  a  court  of  law  or  equity.  The 
Defendant  cannot  be  permitted  to  set  up  his  own  crassa 
w^igentiOf  as  a  reason  why  the  Court  should  relieve 
him  from  his  liability.  Admitting  that  the  Defendant 
was  employed  as  a  puffer  for  Daviess  estate,  that  does 
not  negative  the  &ct  of  his  having  purchased,  on  his 
own  accomit,  lot  S.  of  the  Plaintiff's  property,  and  pur- 
chased it  with  a  full  knowledge  of  its  nature  and  value; 
for  he  was  close  to  the  auctioneer,  heard  it  described 
and  commented  upon,  and  also,  before  he  handed  in 
his  card,  heard  the  auctioneer  declare  that  the  lot  was 
absolutely  sold,  thereby  distinguishing  the  lot  sold  to  a 
purchaser  from  those  which  were  bought  in.  The  Court 
has  repeatedly  decreed  specific  performance  against  pur- 
chasers of  estates  at  auctions,  Oldfield  v.  Bound  {a)^ 
Kemys  v.  Proctor  {b) ;  and  in  no  instance  has  it  relieved 
a  purchaser  at  an  auction  on  the  ground  of  alleged  mis- 
take. As  to  the  third  ground  of  defence,  it  is  admitted, 
on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  that  he  employed  a  person 

to 
(a)  5  Fes.  508.  (6)  SK^  B.  57. ;  and  1  /•  4*  ^.  8S0. 
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to  bid  op  to  a  price  which  shonld  protect  the  estate  from 
^aIimT      beiog  sold  below  its  fair  value.     Thb  he  had  a  right  to 
,  «•  do,  and  the  exerdse  of  a  right,  fer  which  there  k  indeed 

the  express  sanction  of  an  act  of  parliament  (a),  will 
be  no  objection  to  a  specific  performance  against  a 
purchaser  at  the  sale;  Bramley  ▼.  AU{h\  CanoUy  ▼• 
Parsons  {c\  Smith  v.  Clarke,  (rf) 

Mr.  Peniberton  and  Mr.  Rogers. 

The  first  point  to  be  made  out  on  the  part  of  the 
Plaintiff  is,  that  this  was  au  agreement  in  writing  within 
the  statute  of  frauds,  and  there  is  strong  ground  for 
contending  that  a  memorandum  made  by  the  cl^k  of 
an  agent  cannot  constitute  such  an  agreement  The 
case  of  an  auctioneer  stands,  no  doubt,  upon  special 
circumstances  which  take  it  out  of  the  general  rule;  but 
it  is  a  case  of  exception  which  has  gone  far  enough, 
and  ought  not,  without  necessity,  to  be  extended.  In 
all  other  cases  the  principle  of  delegaius  non  potest  dde^ 
gate  would  apply,  and  there  is  no  just  reason  why  a 
further  incroachment  upon  the  statute  of  frauds  should 
be  made  by  holding  that  it  is  not  to  apply  to  the  case 
of  an  auctioneer.  In  Blore  v.  Sutton  {e\  Sir  William 
Grant  held  that  a  memorandum  in  writing  entered  in 
the  book  of  an  authorised  agent,  signed  not  by  the 
agent  himself,  but  by  his  clerk,  was  not  a  sufficient 
agreement  within  the  statute.  The  cases  have  setded 
that  an  auctioneer  must  be  considered  as  the  agent 
both  for  the  yendor[and  purchaser;  but  the  question  is, 
whether  the  auctioneer,  who  is  the  delegate  of  both 
parties,  can  himself  delegate  his  authority.  Bird  v. 
JBoidter  has  not  gone  the  length  of  establishing  the  ex- 
ception 

(a)  42  G.  5.  c.  95.  #.  1.  (rf)  12  Ve9. 477. 

(4)  3  Fm.  620.  (0  3  Mer.  237. 

(c)  IM.  n.  625. 
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cepdon  contended  for,  and  in  general  the  clerks  of 
agents  have  no  authority  to  bind  the  principal,  Coles 
▼.  Treccihtck.  (a)  Upon  the  evidence  there  can  be  no 
reasonable  doubt  that  the  Defendant  attended  the  sale 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  bidding  up  to  a  protecting  price 
for  Daviess  estate,  and  that  he  bid  for  and  became  the 
purchaser  of  lot  S.  of  the  Plaintiff's  property  under  a 
mistake.  Will  the  Court,  then,  permit  the  Plaintiff  to 
take  adrantage  of  that  mistake,  by  compelling  the  De- 
fendant to  pay  an  exorbitant  price  for  property  which 
he  never  intended  to  purchase?  If  the  Plaintiff  has 
sustamed  any  damage  by  the  mistake  of  the  Defendant, 
he  has  his  remedy  at  law,  and  to  that  remedy  the  Court 
will  leave  him. 

It  is  true  that  a  vendor  may  employ  a  person  to  bid 
«p  to  a  protecting  price  at  an  auction,  in  order  to  pre- 
vent his  property  from  being  sold  at  an  under  value^ 
but  he  must  give  notice  that  there  is  such  a  person 
bidding  for  him;  and  if  he  employs  a  pufier,  not  for 
the  purpose  of  protecting  his  property  against  an  under* 
sale,  but  fof  the  purpose  of  enhancing  the  value,  the 
act  is  fraudulent,  and  the  sale  cannot  be  enforced 
against  a  purchaser,  CraoDder  v.  Austin,  {p)  There  are 
cases  in  which  the  employment  of  a  single  puffer 
vitiates  the  sale,  as  where  goods  are  sold  under  an 
extent,  The  King  v.  March  (c) ;  and  in  a  case  at  Nisi 
Priusy  Lord  Tenterden  declared  it  to  be  the  strong 
inclination  of  his  opinion  that,  if  only  one  person  be 
employed  to  bid  with  a  view  to  save  the  auction  duty, 
the  sale  is  void,  unless  it  be  announced  that  there  is  a 
person  bidding  for  the  owner;  for  the  act  itself  was 
fraudulent;  Wheeler  v.  Collier,  {d)    In  the  present  case 

there 

(a)  9  Vet.  «S4.  (e)  5  F.  ij  /.  S51. 

(6)  5  Hm^.  S68. ;    and    11         (4)  if ootf.  ^  Jfoflr.  173. 
Mwre,  885. 
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IMT.        diere  was  in  fact  no  bidder  at  the  sale  except  the 
^y^*^     puflfer,  and  the  Defendant  who  bid  under  a  mistake, 
•.  and  it  is  admitted  that  ail  the  other  lots  were  bought  in 

by  the  pu£fer.  Is  this  a  case  in  which  the  Court  ought 
to  exercise  its  discretionary  power  by  decreeing  specific 
performance  in  aid  of  a  party  who  has  employed  a 
pufler  to  enhance  the  price  of  his  property,  and  against 
a  party  who  has,  under  a  mistake,  purchased  the  pro- 
perty (supposing  it  to  have  been  purchased,  which  we 
deny),  at  a  price  so  fraudulently  enhanced. 

Mr.  Kindersky^  in  reply. 


18S7-  2^^  Master  qf  the  Rolls. 

The  Plaintiff  being  entitled  to  an  estate  called  the 
Booketyy  at  Woodford  in  Essex^  employed  Bidmrd 
EUis  and  son  as  auctioneers  to  sell  the  same  by  auction 
in  five  lots  on  the  8th  day  of  Jtfoy  1854 ;  and  the  same 
auctioneers  were  employed  by  a  Mr.  Daxnes  to  sell  for 
him  an  estate  at  Layton  on  the  same  day  and  at  the 
same  place^  Garraways  Coffee- House. 

The  Defendf^nt  Freeman^  who  w^  acquainted  with 
DavieSf  met  Davies  on  the  day  preceding  the  sale,  and 
oflfered  to  go  and  bid  for  him.  Daoies  having  accepted 
his  oflfer,  a  meeting  between  them  was  i^pointed  to 
take  place  at  the  auctioneer's  on  the  day  of  sale  at 
twelve  o'clock.  The  object  of  Daxnes  in  appointing  this 
meeting  was,  that  the  Defendant  should  receive  his  in-> 
structioDS  from  the  auctioneer ;  but  the  Defendant  not 
having  kept  his  appointment,  joined  Davies  at  LUn/d^s 
Cofiee-House  between  one  and  two  o'clock,  and  was  in 
a  hurry  to  proceed  to  the  sale,  fearing  that  he  might  be 
too  late  to  bid  for  D(me^s  estate.    Davies  gave  him 

his 


18 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  PtS 

his  own  instructioDSy  and  die  Defendant  homed  away       1MV. 
to  Garraax^s  Caflfee-House. 

The  auctioneer's  arrangement  was  to  sell  the  several 
lota  of  the  Plaintiff 's  estate  first,  and  then  to  sell  Da^ 
in&f%  estate,  and  it  appeared  that  the  Defendant  arrived 
at  the  auction  room  when  the  second  lot  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's estate  was  under  sale.  He  placed  himself  near 
enough  to  the  auctioneer,  for  a  person  not  deficient  in 
hearing  to  hear  what  the  auctioneer  said.  Lot  2.  of 
the  Plaintiff's  estate  was  bought  in ;  and  the  auctioneer, 
having  described  lot  S.  in  terms  wholly  inapplicable  to 
Davies^s  estate,  offered  that  lot  for  sale.  The  Defend- 
ant began  to  bid  for  it,  and  kept  bidding  in  a  hasty  and 
inconsiderate  manner  till  the  price  was  rabed  to  1400/. 
The  lot^as  then  knocked  to  him,  and  the  auctioneer 
declared  the  property  to  be  absolutely  sold.  The  De- 
fendant was  not  at  that  moment  called  upon  to  sign  the 
contract,  but  he  handed  in  his  card,  shewing  his  name 
as  purchaser.  About  the  same  time,  Mr.  CaU^  another 
person  employed  by  Mr.  Davies  to  bid  for  him,  asked 
the  Defendant  what  had  induced  him  to  purchase  the 
lot,  to  which  he  observed,  ^*  Why  it  is  Daviess  pro- 
perty, is  it  not?"  Mr.  Cole  having  told  him  that  it  was 
not,  but^  that  he  had  bought  part  of  Malinsfs  property 
at  Woodford^  the  Defendant  seemed  much  flurried,  and 
said  he  would  speak  to  the  auctioneer.  C6U  advised 
him  to  do  so  at  once,  but  he  said  he  would  wait  till  the 
sale  was  over ;  and,  after  the  sale  was  over,  being  called 
npon  to  pay  the  deposit  and  sign  the  contract,  he  said 
he  had  made  a  great  mistake  in  bidding  for  lot  S.  of  the 
Plaintiff's  estate,  having  in  fact  only  intended,  to  bid  fer 
Daviesj  and  he  refused  to  sign  the  contract  or  pay  the 
deposit. 

Vol.  II.  D  The 
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1887.  The  auctioneer  wrote  the  Defendant's  name,  as  pur- 

^^^^"^    chaser,  on  a  copy  of  the  conditions  and  particalars  of 
o.  sale,  in  such  a  manner  as  the  Plaintiff  alleges  is  suffi- 

cient to  make  the  contract  binding  on  the  Defendant ; 
and  therefore  he  insists  that  he  is  entitled  to  a  specific 
performance  of  the  agreement. 

Upon  the  facts  proved,  some  questions  are  raised  as 
to  the  validity  of  the  contract ;  but  supposing  the  con- 
tract to  be  valid,  the  Defendant  submits  that  he  entered 
into  it  by  error  and  in  mistake,  and  that  he  ought  not 
to  be  compelled  specifically  to  perform  it. 

Certainly  if  the  Defendant  did  fall  into  any  mistake, 
it  cannot  be  ascribed  to  the  conduct  of  the  Plainti£ 
The  Plaintiff  and  his  agents  in  no  respect  codlributed 
to  it,  and,  if  the  Defendant  by  his  carelessness  has 
caused  any  injury  or  loss  /o  the  Plaintiff,  he  is  account- 
able for  it. 

But  the  Defendant  may  be  answerable  for  damages 
at  law  without  being  liable  to  a  specific  performance 
in  this  Court  In  cases  of  specific  performance  the 
Court  exercises  a  discretion,  and,  knowing  that  a  party 
may  have  such  compensation  as  a  jury  will  award  him 
in  the  shape  of  damages  for  the  breach  of  contract,  will 
not  in  all  cases  decree  a  specific  performance;  as  in 
cases  of  intoxication,  although  the  party  may  not  have 
been  drawn  in  to  drink  by  the  Plaintiff,  yet,  if  the 
agreement  was  made  in  a  state  of  intoxication,  the 
Court  will  not  decree  a  specific  performance.  And  the 
question  here  is  not,  as  it  has  been  put,  whether  the 
alleged  mistake,  if  true,  is  one  in  respect  of  which  the 
Court  will  relieve,  for  the  Court  is  not  here  called  upon 
to  relieve  the  Defendant  from  his  legal  liability,  but  whe- 
ther, if  the  mistake  be  proved,  the  Court  will  enforce  a 
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specific  performanoe,  Reaving  the  Defendant  to  his  legal 
liabilitj.  And  I  think  that,  if  such  a  mistake  as  is  here 
alleged  to  have  happened  be  made  out,  a  specific  per- 
fbrmance  ought  not  to  be  decreed ;  and  after  giving  to 
the  evidence  the  best  consideration  in  my  power,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  Defendant  never  did  intend  to  bid 
for  this  estate.  He  was  hurried  said  inconsiderate,  and, 
when  his  error  was  pointed  out  to  him,  he  was  not  so 
prompt  as  he  ought  to  have  been  in  declaring  it.  It  is 
probable  that  by  his  conduct  he  occasioned  some  loss  to 
the  Plaintiff;  for  that  he  is  answerable,  if  the  contract 
was  valid,  and  will  be  left  so,  notwithstanding  the  de- 
cision to  be  now  made.  But  I  think  that  he  never 
meant  to  enter  into  this  contract,  and  that  it  would  not 
be  equitable  to  compel  him  to  perform  it,  whatever  may 
be  the  responsibility  to  which  he  is  left  liable  at  law. 
Let  the  bill,  there&re,  be  dismissed  without  costs. 


1887- 


TIMSON  V.  RAMSBOTTOM. 


1836. 
Nov.  24. 

1857. 
Jan.  13. 


A    PETITION  was  presented  by  Charles  Corfield, 
•^  praying  that  the  Master's  report,   by  which  he  ^svera?  ex- 
found  that  the  petitioner's  incumbrance  was  entitled  to  ecutors,  who 
priority  over  the  incumbrance  in  the  petition  mentioned,  tookana«sign- 

might  be  confirmed.  ™ent  of  his 

son's  interest 
A  cross-  in  the  re- 
siduary estate 
of  the  testator,  as  a  security  for  advances  made  by  il.  to  his  son«  without  giving 
notice  of  the  assignment  to  his  co-executors.  After  the  death  of  24.  .and  the  in- 
stitution of  a  suit  by  a  surviving  executor  for  the  administration  of  the  testator's 
estate,  the  son  assigned  the  same  interest,  without  notice  of  the  prior  assignment, 
for  valuable  consideration  to  B,,  who  gave  notice  of  his  assignment  to  the  surviving 
executor: 

Held,  that  the  knowledge  which  one  of  several  executors  has  of  an  assignment 
made  to  himself  by  a  legatee  is  not  sufficient  to  prevail  ogainst  a  subsequent  assignee 
of  the  same  interest  who  gives  notice  to  a  surviving  executor,  and  that  the  assign- 
ment to  B.  was  consequently  entitled  to  priority. 
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18S6.  A  cross-petition  was  at  the  same  time  presented  by 

/"^JJ^^^J^  ,  Thonuu  Bacon  and    Thomas   fValJbrd,    the  surviving 
•.  trustees  for  ArUhomf  Bacon,  the  elder,  praying  that  the 

Master's  report,  by  which  he  found  that  the  incum- 
brance of  Charles  Corfield  was  entitled  to  priority  over 
the  incumbrance  of  the  petitioners  on  the  share  of  the 
Defendant  Anthony  Bacon  the  younger  in  the  residuary 
estate  of  the  testator  Bichard  Bamsbottom,  might  not  be 
confirmed ;  but  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  pe- 
titioners were  entitled  to  receive  the  sum  of  iOOO/., 
which  had  been  set  apart  to  answer  the  share  of  Anihomf 
Bacofi  the  younger,  in  priority  to  Charles  Corfield. 

The  testator,  Bichard  Bamsbottom,  died  in  the  year 
1813,  having,  by  his  will,  bequeathed  his  residuary 
estate  to  John  BamAottom,  Anthony  Bacon  the  elder, 
Henry  Thomas  TVffuon,  and  Nicholas  Bacon  Harrison^ 
in  trust  for  the  children  of  his  daughter  Mrs.  Bacon, 
one  of  whom  was  the  Defendant  Anthony  Bacon  the 
younger,  and  appointed  the  three  first-mentioned  trus- 
tees, together  with  John  Bamsbottom  the  younger,  his 
executors.  Anthom/  Bacon  the  elder  appeared  to  have 
been  the  only  acting  executor,  and  in  the  year  1819, 
Anthony  Bacon  the  younger,  being  in  difficulties,  ap- 
plied to  his  father,  who  consented  to  advance  sums  of 
money  to  him  to  the  extent  of  5000/.,  upon  the  son  exe- 
cuting an  assignment  of  his  interest  in  the  residuary 
estate  of  the  testator;  and  by  a  deed,  dated  the  6th 
of  February  1819,  reciting  diat  Anthony  Bacon,  the 
younger,  had  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and 
had  already  received  the  sum  of  5000/.  from  die  ex- 
ecutors of  the  testator  in  part  payment  of  his  share  of 
the  residue,  and  that  Anthony  Bacon  the  elder  had,  nt 
different  times,  advanced  to  his  son  various  sums  which, 
with  the  further  sums  he  was  about  to  advance,  would 
amount  to  the  sum  of  5000/. ;  and  that  Anthony  Bacon, 

the 
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the  younger,  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  5000/.  so  1836. 
•dvanced,  and  to  be  advanced,  had  proposed  and  agreed 
to  execute  the  assignment  thereinafter  mentioned,  it  was 
iN^itnessed  that  Anthony  Bacon^  the  younger,  assigned  to 
Thomas  Bacons  Robert  Langfirdy  (since  deceased),  and 
Tkomas  Wid/brdy  their  executors,  &c.,  all  his  share  of 
the  residuary  personal  estate  of  the  testator  Bichard 
Bamsbattomj  upon  trust  in  the  first  place  to  pay  to 
Antkant/  Bacon  the  elder,  his  executors,  &c,  the  said 
sum  of  5000/.  and  interest,  and  after  payment  thereof 
as  to  the  residue,  in  trust  for  Anthony  Bacons  the 
younger. 

'  Anthony  Bacon^  the  elder,  died  in  the  year  1837,  and 
the  bill  was  filed,  in  the  year  1828,  by  Henry  Thomas 
Timsony  one  of  the  surviving  executors,  for  the  admini- 
stration of  the  testator's  personal  estate.  The  usual 
decree  for  taking  the  accounts  was  made  on  the  11th  of 
February  1830,  and  the  residue  of  the  testator's  estate 
was  paid  into  Court. 

In  the  year  1832,  Anthony  Bacon,  the  younger,  applied 
to  Charles  CorfieUL  to  advance  to  him  the  sum  of  1000/., 
on  the  security  of  his  interest  in  the  residuary  estate  of 
the  testator,  and  by  an  indenture  dated  the  13th  of 
March  1832,  between  Anthory  Bacon,  the  younger,  of 
the  one  part,  and  Charles  Corfield  of  the  other  part,  it 
was  witnessed  that  in  consideration  of  1000/.  paid  by 
Ccrfidd  to  Anthony  Bacon,  the  younger,  Anthony  Bacon, 
the  younger,  assigned  to  Corfield,  his  executors,  &c.,  all 
that  part,  share,  and  proportion  of  him,  Anthony  Bacon, 
the  younger,  to  which  he  was  entitled  in  tHe  residuary 
estate  of  Richard  Ramsbotiom,  upon  trust  that  Corfield, 
his  executors,  &c.,  should,  in  the  first  place,  out  of  the 
said  share,  pay  himself  the  said  sum  of  1000/.  and  in- 
terest, together  with  costs  and  charges,  and  after  satis- 
D  S  faction 
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1886*       faction  thereof,  should  paj  the  remainder  of  such  share 
^^^IJT^^^*'^     to  AfUhomf  Bacon^  the  younger,  his  executors,  &c.     And 
9k  Anthony  Bacon^  the  younger,  did  thereby  covenant  and 

declare  widi  Corfield^  his  executors,  &c.,  that,  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  said  indenture,  he,  An^ 
thony  Bacon,  the  younger,  was  lawfully  and  rightfully 
entitled  to  the  said  part  or  share  of  and  in  the  said 
residuary  estate,  and  that  he  had  not  at  any  time . 
theretofore  released,  charged,  or  incumbered  or  other-> 
wise  prejudicially  affected  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof 
in  any  manner  howsoever,  or  made  or  done,  or  been 
party  or  privy  to  any  act,  deed,  matter  or  thing  whatso- 
ever,  whereby  Corfield^  his  executors,  &c.  should  or 
might  be  prevented,  hindered,  or  delayed,  in  recovering 
or  receiving  the  same,  but  then  had  in  himself  full  and 
absolute  right  and  title  to  bargain,  sell,  assign,  transfer, 
and  set  over  the  same  unto  Corfkld,  his  executors,  &c^ 
in  the  manner  therein  mentioned,  and  according  to  the 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  indenture.  And 
the  deed  contained  a  power  of  attorney  to  Corfield,  to 
receive  the  share  of  Anthony  Bacon,  the  younger,  from 
the  Accountant-General,  or  from  the  executors,  and 
also  a  covenant  for  further  assurance. 

On  the  9th  of  May  1882,  WiUiaia  Corjteld,  as  solicitor 
for  Charles  Corfield,  gave  notice  of  this  assignment  to 
the  Plaintiff's  solicitor. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  11th  of  May  1882,  ^n- 
.  thony  Bacon,  the  younger,  assigned  all  his  interest  in 
the  same  property  to  his  brother  Charles  Bacon. 

The  trustees  for  Anthony  Bacon  the  elder,  and  Charles 
Carfieli,  both  presented  petitions  on  the  same  day  for 
restraimng  payment  of  the  filnd. 

Petitions 
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PetidoDs  were  afterwards  presented  by  each  incum-        1836. 
brancer  for  satisfaction  of  his  security  out  of  the  share 
of  AnAof^  Baconj  the  younger,  and  the  sum  of  4000& 
was  ordered  to  be  set  apart  to  answer  this  share,  and  it  ^>«»o"om. 
was  referred  to  the  Master  to  ascertain  the  priorities* 

A  state  of  facts  was  carried  in  before  the  Master  by 
the  trustees  for  Anthony  Bacon^  the  elder,  and  supported 
by  several  affidavits,* among  which  was  an  affidavit  by 
Anthom^  Bacan^  the  younger,  to  the  effect,  that  in  the 
month  of  March  1832,  having  occasion  for  a  loan  of 
monqr,  he  applied  to  William  Corfield^  who  was  then 
his  solicitor,  to  procure  for  him  the  sum  of  1000/*,  and 
that  at  the  time  of  making  such  application,  he  told 
William  Corfield  that  he  was  willing  to  secure  the  re- 
payment of  such  sum  by  assigning  his  share  in  the 
residuary  estate  of  William  BamsboHom^  subject,  never- 
theless, to  the  previous  assignment  of  such  interest  by 
the  deed  of  the  6th  of  February  1819,  which  he  had 
executed  to  the  trustees  for  Anthory  Bacon  the  elder. 
The  affidavit  further  stated,  that  WiUiam  Corfield  in- 
formed the  deponent  that  Charles  Corfield  was  willing 
to  advance  the  10002.  upon  such  security;  that  the 
deponent  verily  believed  that  at  the  time  Charles  Cor- 
nfield agreed  to  advance  such  sum,  he  was  aware  of  the 
assignment  to  the  trustees  of  Anthony  Bacon  the  elder; 
that  the  deponent  had  not  received  from  Charles  Cor^ 
field  the  full  sum  of  1000/.,  but  only  510/*,  the  remain- 
ing sum  of  490/.  having  been  retained  by  William  Cor^ 
field  for  his  costs,  and  that  the  deponent  had  been 
informed  and  believed  that  WiUiam  Corfield^  in  the 
transaction  between  Charles  Corfield  and  the  deponent, 
acted  as  the  solicitor  of  Charles  Corfield. 

Tliis  affidavit  the  Master  refused  to  receive  as  evi- 
dence, on  the  ground  that  the  deponent  could  not  be 
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1686.       permitted  to  contradict  the  declarations  contained  in.  his 

l^iiMoK       ^^'^  deed,  and  also  on  the  ground  that  he  had  an  in- 

V.  terest*in  the  claim  which  the  affidavit  went  to  support. 

RAMSftOTTOir. 

The  affidavit  of  William  Corfield  stated  that,  at  the 
time  and  previously  to  the  date  and  execution  of  the 
indenture  of  assignment  to  Charles  Corfield,  Anthonjf 
Bacotij  the  younger,  solemnly  assured  the  deponent  that 
there  was  no  incumbrance  whatsoever  upon  the  pro- 
perty assigned,  but  that  he  {AniAony  Baoon^  the 
younger,)  was  to  share  equally  with  his  brothers  and 
sisters  in  the  residue  of  Richard  Bamdfottom^s  property. 
And  Charles  Corfidd,  by  his  affidavit,  stated  that  neither 
at  the  time  of  making  the  advance,  nor  at  any  time 
previously  thereto,  had  he  been  informed  or  had  any 
reason  to  believe  that  Anthony  Bacon,  the  younger,  had 
charged,  or  executed  any  other  or  previous  incumbrance 
on  his  share  and  interest;  and  that  the  deponent  was  in- 
duced to  make  the  advance  on  the  full  faith  and  reli- 
ance that  the  assignment  executed  to  him  was  the  only 
charge  or  incumbrance  on  such  share  and  interest 

It  was  agreed  between  Charles  Corfield  and  the  trus- 
tees for  Anthony  Bacon,  the  elder,  that  the  question  as 
to  the  priority  of  their  respective  incumbrances  should 
be  settled  by  petitions,  instead  of  taking  exceptions  to 
the  Master's  report. 

On  these  petitions  several  questions  were  raised; 
first,  whether  Charles  Corfield  had  given  sufficient  no- 
tice of  his  incumbrance;  secondly,  supposing  him  to 
have  given  sufficient  notice,  whether  constructive  notice 
of  the  prior  assignment  had  been  sufficiently  denied ; 
thirdly,  whether  the  affidavit  of  Anthony  Bacon,  the 
younger,  was  or  was  not  admissible  evidence  of  such 
constructive  notice ;  and^  lastly,  whether  the  assignment 

to 
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to  Anthamf  Bacons  the  elder,  who  was  himself  one  of       1SS6. 
the  legal  holders  of  the  fund,  without  any  communication     ^fT^*^*^^ 
of  the  transaction  by  Anthony  Bacon,  the  elder,  to  his  v. 

co-executors,  was  sufficient  to  give  priority  to  his  security  '^^>'**ot*<>*'» 
over  a  subsequent  assignment,  accompanied  with  notice 
by  the  assignee  to  the  surviving  executor. 

In  support  of  the  cross^petition,  it  was  contended 
that  the  giving  of  notice  to  the  legal  holder  of  a  fund 
by  a  subsequent  incumbrancer  was  not  sufficient  to 
postpone  a  prior  incumbrancer  who  had  not  given 
notice,  unless  it  was  preceded  by  inquiries  of  the  legal 
holder.  In  Dearie  v.  HaU  (a),  where  a  prior  incum- 
brancer was  postponed  to  a  subsequent  incumbrancer 
who  gave  notice  to  the  trustees  of  the  fund,  that  sub- 
sequent incumbrancer  made  inquiry  of  the  trustees  as  to 
the  vendor^s  title  and  the  amount  of  his  interest,  and 
received  no  intimation  of  the  existence  of  any  prior 
incumbrance;  and  Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  in  his  judgment, 
relied  upon  that  circumstance  as  an  essential  ingredient 
in  constituting  the  due  diligence  upon  which  alone  the 
claim  of  a  subsequent  incumbrancer  to  priority  could  be 
founded.  Inquiry  was  of  the  very  essence  of  that  due 
diligence,  and  notice  of  the  completion  of  a  purchase 
without  inquiry  was  insufficient  to  postpone  a  prior  in- 
cumbrancer. Inquiry  of  the  trustee  as  to  the  existence 
of  any  prior  incumbrance  should  first  be  made,  and,  if 
such  inquiry  is  satisfactorily  answered,  the  purchaser 
should  give  notice  to  the  trustee  of  his  having  com- 
pleted his  purchase.  In  the  recent  case  of  Smith  v. 
Smith  (J),  where  notice  of  an  assignment  was  given  to 
one  of  two  trustees.  Lord  Lyndkurst  said,  "  A  second 
assignee,  in  order  to  have  obtained  a  priority,  must  have 
shewn  that  he  had  exercised  proper  precaution  in  taking 

the 
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1886.  the  assignment;  that  be  had  applied  to  the  trustees  to 
know  if  any  previous  assignment  had  been  made;  and, 
unless  he  applied  for  this  purpose  to  each  of  the  trus- 
tees, he  would  not  have  exercised  due  caution,  or  done 
all  that  he  ought  to  have  done." 

The  principle  upon  which  the  cases  of  Dearie  ▼• 
HaU{a\  and  Loveridge  v.  Cooper  (b)  were  decided, 
could  scarcely  be -considered  as  finally  settled.  It  was 
a  principle  which  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  had  himself  de* 
dared  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  doctrine  of  this  Court 
in  Cooper  v.  Rflimore{c\  where  he  said  that  mere 
neglect  of  notice  was  not  sufficient  to  postpone  a  prior 
incumbrancer,  and  that  in  order  to  deprive  him  of  his 
priority  it  was  necessary  that  there  should  be  such 
laches  as,  in  a  court  of  equity,  amounted  to  fraud.  It 
was  a  principle  which  certainly  would  not  have  been 
acquiesced  in  by  Lord  Eldorij  who,  in  Evans  v.  Bick^ 
nell  {d)f  where  a  mortgagee  parted  with  the  title  deeds, 
and  enabled  the  person  to  whom  he  delivered  them 
to  commit  a  fraud  upon  the  purchaser,  said  that  ^*  the 
mere  circumstance  of  parting  with  title  deeds,  unless 
there  is  fraud,  concealment,  or  some  such  purpose,  or 
some  concurrence  in  such  purpose,  or  that  gross  negli- 
gence that  amounts  to  evidence  of  a  fraudulent  inten- 
tion, is  not  of  itself  sufficient  to  postpone  the  first 
mortgagee."  And  in  Martinez  v.  Cooper  {e\  Lord 
Eldon^  after  an  interval  of  twenty-five  years,  expressed 
his  adherence  to  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Evans  v. 
Bicknell,  and  said,  ^^  that  was  an  important  case,  because 
it  tended  to  lay  down  a  rule  among  the  fluctuating  do- 
cisions  that  had  been  made  before  that  time ;  and  that 

he 
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he  there  took  great  pains  to  settle  the  principle  on  which        1 836. 
this  Court  ought  to  proceed  in  such  questions."  ^^^^' 

Even  if  QnrfiddPs  notice  was  sufficient,  it  appeared  by  »^"»o"«*«^ 
the  aflBdavit  of  Anthomf  BacoUj  the  younger,  which  was 
improperly  rejected  by  the  Master,  that  Wittiam  Cor^ 
fields  who  was  the  solicitor  of  both  parties  in  the  trans- 
action, had  notice  of  the  prior  incumbrance,  and  notice 
to  the  solicitor  was  notice  to  the  client  In  the  affidavit 
of  Wittiam  Ccrfield  there  was  no  distinct  denial  that  he 
knew  of  the  previous  assignment  at  the  time  when  the 
100(ML  was  advanced  by  Charles  Corfield.  The  alleged 
inconsistency  of  the  deed  with  the  statement  in  the 
affidavit  of  Anthony  Bacon^  the  younger,  was  not  a  suffi- 
cient ground  for  rejecting  his  evidence,  and  as  to  the 
objection  on  the  ^ound  of  interest,  AtUhom/  Bacon^  the 
younger,  had  assigned  all  his  interest  in  the  subject  of 
dispute  to  his  brother. 

The  fund  was  in  Court  at  the  period  of  the  sub^ 
sequent  assignment,  and  nothing  but  an  order  of  the 
Court  first  obtained  by  the  subsequent  incumbrancer, 
could  postpone  the  prior  incumbrancer;  Greening  v. 
Bedford,  (a)  Now  the  subsequent  incumbrancer  had 
not  obtained  the  advantage  which  could  alone  support 
his  claim  to  priority,  for  each  incumbrancer  obtained 
an  order  restraining  payment  of  the  fund  on  the  same 
day.  Notice  to  an  executor,  after  a  decree  in  an  ad- 
ministration suit,  was  inoperative,  for  the  Court  had  the 
exclusive  administration  of  the  assets,  and  the  executor 
was  not  at  liberty  to  do  any  act  which  affected  the  re- 
lative rights  of  creditors ;  Shewen  v.  Vanderhorst.  {b) 

Lastly, 
(a)  5  Sim.  195*  {h)  9  i2t»t4*  Myhe^  IS. 
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18  Sd.  Lastly,  the  circumstance  'of  Anthony  Bacon f  the  elder, 

TrirtON  uniting  the  characters  of  executor  and  assignee  was  of 

V.  itself  sufficient  to  support  the  priority  of  his  incumbnuioe. 

IlAMSBOTToir.  jj^  ^^^  jj^  ^^^  ^^  g^j^  acting  executor,  and  migiit 

naturally  enough  consider  it  nugatory  to  give  notice  of 
his  incumbrance  to  his  co-executors,  who  took  no  part  in 
the  execution  of  the  trusts  of  the  will.     Had  he  been  the 
sole  executor  and  trustee,  it  would  have  been  impossible 
to  give  notice  of  his  incumbrance  to  any  other  legal  holder 
of  the  fund,  and  notice  to  him  of  a  subsequent  incum- 
brance having  been  actually  created  could  not  possibly 
have  benefited  the   subsequent   incumbrancer  giving 
such  notice;  a  circunistanoe  which  strongly  supports  the 
argument  founded  on  the  insufficiency  of  notice  of  an 
incumbrance  actually  completed  without  previous  in- 
quiry as  to  the  existence  of  any  prior  incumbrance.     It 
had  been  decided,  as  between  a  first  and  second  incum- 
brancer, that  notice  by  the  first  incumbrancer  to  one  of 
several  executors  or  trustees  was  sufficient;   Smith  v. 
SmUh  {a) ;  and  where  an  executor  or  trustee  happened 
to   be  himself  the  incumbrancer,  his  knowledge  was 
equivalent  to,  and  superseded  the  necessity  of,  notice 
to  any  other  executor  or  trustee.     In    The  matter  of 
Raikes  (5),  a  case  in  bankruptcy,  the  bankrupt,  being 
one  of  the  directors  of  a  life  assurance  office,  deposited 
a  policy  of  that  office  with  his  bankers  as  a  collateral 
security  for  advances,  one  of  the  bankers  being  also 
one  of  the  auditors  of  the  assurance  office,  and  this  was 
held  to  be  sufficient  notice  to  the  company  of  the  trans- 
fer of  the  bankrupt's  interest  in  the  policy.     Ex  parte 
Vauxhall  Bridge  Company  {c)  was  an  authority  to  the 
same  effect. 

On 

(o)  2  Crompt,  4*  Meet.  252.  (c)  1  Glyiu  4*  Jo.  106. 

ib)  iVeac.^ChUt.4lS. 
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On  the  other  side  it  was  insisted  that  there  was  no        1836. 
grooiid  for  the  objection  that  CorfieUHs  notice  of  his      ^^^^^^^ 
incumbrance  was  not  preceded  by  inquiry  as  to  the  o. 

existence  of  any  prior  incumbrance,  for  such  inquiry  ^^^••<*^^<>'«^ 
was  not  necessary.  There  was  no  such  inquiry  in 
LoioeHdge  t.  Cooper^  and  yet,  notwithstanding  that  dif** 
foeoce  in  the  circumstances  between  Loveridge  v. 
Cdcper^  and  Dearie  v.  Holly  Lord  Li/nd/ittrst  was  of 
opinion  that  the  principle  was  the  same  in  both  cases, 
and  that  the  decision  in  one  must  follow  the  decision  in 
the  other.  Lord  Lofndhursfs  decisions  in  Dearie  y.  Hall 
and  Loveridge  v.  Cooper  proceeded  upon  the  ground  of 
DoCioe  only,  without  any  reference  to  the  ground  of  in- 
quiry from  the  trustees,  which  was  supposed  on  the 
other  side  to  be  a  necessary  preliminary  to  the  service 
of  notice  upon  the  trustees.  In  Foster  y.  Blacistone  (a), 
the  want  of  inquiry  in  addition  to  notice,  and  conse- 
quently, as  it  was  contended,  the  absence  of  that  dili* 
gence  which  was  necessary  to  give  priority  to  a  sub- 
sequent incumbrancer,  was  strongly  insisted  upon  both 
in  the  argument  at  the  Rolls,  and  upon  the  appeal 
before  the  House  of  Lords,  and  yet  the  decision  of  Sir 
John  Leach  was  affirmed.  As  to  the  affidavit  oi  Anthony 
Bacon  the  youpger,  even  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opin- 
ion that  the  Master  was  wrong  in  refusing  to  receive 
it  as  evidence,  it  was  evidence  only  to  the  extent  of  its 
value,  and  its  value  must  depend  upon  a  comparison  of 
the  declarations  contained  in  it  with  the  solemn  deed 
executed  by  the  deponent,  in  which  there  was  no  recital 
or  mention  whatsoever  of  any  previous  assignment. 
Could  there  be  any  circumstance  more  strongly  confirm- 
atory of  the  affidavit  of  William  Corfieldy  which  it  was  at- 
tempted to  impeach  ?  The  principle,  upon  which  Dearie 
V.  Hall  and  Lotveridge  v.    Cooper  were  decided,  had 

been 
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IS36.  been  folly  considered  in  those  cases,  and  was  now  too 

TiMsoK  ^^^^y  settled  to  be  shaken  by  any  conflicting  decision, 

V.  which  had  been  pronounced  before  the  {principle  had 

^AMSBOTTo  1^^^  subjected  to  so  thorough  an  investigation. 

The  case  of  Greening  y.  Beckford  went  only  to 
sheW|  that  the  incumbrancer,  who  first  obtained  an 
order  from  the  Court  tp  restrain  the  transfer  of  his 
security,  obtained  the  priority :  here  both  incumbrancers 
obtained  orders  on  the  same  day ;  and,  so  far  as  their 
equities  in  that  respect  were  concerned,  they  stood  pre- 
cisely upon  the  same  footing.  As  to  the  argument  that 
the  knowledge  which  Anthony  Baeon,  the  elder,  possessed 
of  his  own  incumbrance,  was  the  knowledge  of  all  the 
-other  executors,  and  sufficient  notice  to  have  the  efiect 
of  excludmg  subsequent  incumbrancers,  it  was  &lkcioas 
and  untenable.  The  union  of  the  two  characters  of  ex- 
ecutor and  assignee  in  Anthony  Bacon,  the  elder,  instead 
of  superseding  the  necessity  of  communicating  to  bis 
co-executors  the  &ct  of  his  having  taken  an  assignment, 
rendered  such  communication  the  more  necessary.  The 
principle,  upon  which  notice  of  an  incumbrance  was 
held  to  give  an  advantage  over  priority  in  point  of  time, 
was  this ;  that  it  had  the  effect  of  preventing  a  fraud- 
ulent dealing  with  the  subject  of  the  incumbrance^  and 
that  the  prior  incumbrancer,  who  had  omitted  to  give 
such  notice,  was  precluded  by  his  own  laches  from 
claiming  the  benefit  of  his  security.  But  what  equity 
had  one  of  several  executors,  who  concealed  or  omitted 
to  give  notice  of  his  own  incumbrance  to  his  co-ex- 
ecutors, and  thereby  permitted  a  fraud  to  be  practised 
upon  a  subsequent  incumbrancer,  to  claim  priority  over 
that  incumbrancer,  who  took  the  precaution  which  the 
prior  incumbrancer  had  neglected  ?  It  was  not  neces- 
sary, in  the  present  case,  to  consider  what  would  be  the 
equities  between  a  single  executor  or  trustee,  who  took 

an 
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an  equitable  assignment,  and  a  subsequent  assignee  who        18S6. 
gave  notice  of  his  assignment  to  the  executor  or  trustee,     ""'^T'^^'^^ 
because  in  such  case  the  knowledge  of  the  sole  executor  v. 

or  trustee  must  ejp  necessitate  ret  be  all  the  notice  which  Ramsbomojc. 
could  be  given  of  his  own  assignment,  and  no  want  of 
diligence  could  be  imputed  to  him.  But,  in  the  present 
case,  the  necessity  which  might  render  the  diligence  of 
the  subsequent  incumbrancer  unavailing  in  the  case 
supposed,  did  not  exist ;  there  were  other  legal  owners 
of  the  fund,  and  the  union  of  the  two  characters  of 
executor  and  assignee  was  not  so  complete^  but  that  he 
might,  by  communicating  to  his  co-executors  the  fitct  of 
his  having  taken  a  security,  have  prevented  that  sub- 
sequent fraudulent  assignment,  which  was  occasioned 
by  his  omitting  to  take  that  necessary  precaution.  Even 
supposing  that  the  knowledge  of  an  executor  or  trustee^ 
who  took  an  incumbrance,  was  equivalent  to  notice  to 
an  executor  or  trustee  who  was  not  also  an  incumbrancer, 
which  was  putting  the  proposition  contended  for  on  the 
other  side  as  high  as  it  could  possibly  be  maintained, 
the  authorities  did  not  support  the  argument  that  notice 
to  one  of  several  executors  or  trustees  was  sufficient  In 
Dearie  v.  UaUf  notice  was  given  to  all  the  trustees;  in 
Ldneridge  v.  Cooper^  notice  was  given  to  the  only  sur- 
viving trustee,  and  in  Foster  v.  Blackstonef  notice  was 
given  to  all  the  trustees  through  the  medium  of  their 
soUcitors. 

Mr.  Pembertanj  and  Mr.  Lovat^  for  the  petitioner, 
Ouirles  CorfiehL 

Mr.  Barber^  Mr.  KindersUyj  and  Mr.   Walford^  in 
support  of  the  cross-petition. 


The 
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21^2Lj         ^^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  1819,  Anthony  Bacon^  the  elder,  was  one  of  the 
executors  of  the  testator  Richard  Ramsbottom^  and  is 
said  to  have  had  the  sole  management  of  the  testator's 
affairs.     Anthony  Bacony  the  younger,  having  attained 
twenty-one  years  of  age,  was  entitled  to  a  certain  share 
of  the  testator's  residuary  estate,  and  being  in  want  of 
money,  his  father  made  him  some  advances,  and  agreed 
to  make  those  advances  up  to  5000/.,  on  having  an 
assignment  of  his  son's  interest  in  the  testator's  estate  ; 
and  thereupon  by  indenture,  dated  the  6th  day  of  Felh 
ruary   1819,   and  made  between  Anthony  Bacon,  the 
younger,  of  the  one  part,  and   Thomas  Bacon,  Robert 
Longed,   and    Thomas    fValford  of  the   other  part, 
Anthony  Bacon,  the  younger,  assigned  his  share  of,  and 
interest  in  the  testator's  estate  to  Thomas  Bacon,  Robert 
Langjbrd,  and  Thomas  fValford,  on  trust  to  receive  the 
same,  and  thereout  repay  the  5000/.,  with  interest  at 
5  per  cent,  to  Anthony  Bacon,  the  elder,  and  in  trust, 
as  to  the  residue,  after  such  payment  for  Anthony  Bacon, 
the  younger. 

In  the  year  1821,  the  advances  of  the  father  amounted 
to  the  full  sum  of  5000/.,  and  thereby  he  completed  the 
consideration  for  which  the  deed  was  executed ;  but  it 
does  not  appear  that  he  ever  communicated  this  trans- 
action to  his  co-executors ;  and  upon  this  the  question 
arises,  whether  the  knowledge  which  one  of  several  ex- 
ecutors has  of  an  assignment  executed  to  himself  by  a 
legatee  is  notice  which  will  give  validity  to  the  assign- 
ment to  the  prejudice  of  a  subsequent  assignee. 

Anthony  Bacon,  the  elder,  died  in  the  year  1827,  and 
in  the  following  year,  Henry  Thomas  Timson,  a  surviv- 
ing executor,  filed  a  bill  fof  the  administration  of  the 

estate 


Tufsov 
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estate  in  this  court.    A  decree  was  made  in  I8SO9  and        IMT. 
in  1831  the  residue  of  the  testator's  estate  was  brought 
into  court. 


After  this,  Anthony  Bacon^  the  younger,  executed  a 
deed  dated  the  1 3th  o^  March  1832,  and  made  between 
himself  of  the  one  part,  and  Charles  Corfield  of  the  other 
part,  and  thereby  assigned  his  share  of  and  interest  in 
the  testator's  estate  to  Charles  Corfield^  on  trust  to  retain 
and  pay  1000/.  lent  by  him  to  Anthony  Bacorij  the 
younger,  together  with  interest  and  costs,  and  on  trust, 
as  to  the  residue,  to  pay  the  same  to  Anthony  Bacon, 
the  younger. 

Of  this  assignment  notice  was  given  to  the  executor 
Mr.  Timson  on  the  9th  day  of  May,  and  upon  the 
validity  of  this  notice  two  questions  are  raised.  It  is 
said  the  notice  was  invalid ;  first,  because  it  was  not 
accompanied  by  any  inquiry  as  to  prior  incumbrances ; 
and,  secondly,  because  the  fund  being  in  court,  an 
application  ought  to  have  been  made  for  an  order  to 
prevent  the  fund  being  paid  out  without  notice  to  the 
assignee. 

The  first  reason,  alleged  for  the  invalidity  of  the 
notice,  is  answered  by  the  case  of  Foster  v.  Blackstone, 
which  was  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  and  in  which 
the  like  argument  was  used  without  effect. 

The  second  reason  might  have  been  of  weight,  if  the 
executors  of  Anthony  Bacon^  the  elder,  had  obtained  an 
order  before  Corfield;  but  as  both  parties  afterwards 
obtained  an  order  on  the  same  day,  there  is  no  compe- 
tition in  that  respect;  and,  neither  party  having  any 
advantage  in  respect  of  the  order,  I  think  that  notice 
to  the   executor   must  be  considered  good.     If  no 

Vol.  II.  E  order 
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1897. 


TiMtOK 

9, 

1837. 
Jan,  13. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  1819|  Anthony  Bacon^  the  elder,  was  one  of  the 
executors  of  the  testator  Richard  RamsboUom^  and  is 
said  to  have  had  the  sole  management  of  the  testator's 
affairs.     Anthony  BacoUj  the  younger,  having  attained 
twenty-one  years  of  age,  was  entitled  to  a  certain  share 
of  the  testator's  residuary  estate,  and  being  in  want  of 
money,  his  father  made  him  some  advances,  and  agreed 
to  make  those  advances  up  to  5000/.,  on  having  an 
assignment  of  his  son's  interest  in  the  testator's  estate ; 
and  thereupon  by  indenture,  dated  the  6th  day  of  Felh- 
ruary   1819,   and  made  between  Anthony  Bacon,  the 
younger,  of  the  one  part,  and   TTumas  Bacon,  Robert 
Lang  ford,  and    Thomas    Watford  of  the  other  part, 
Anthony  Bacon,  the  younger,  assigned  his  share  of,  and 
interest  in  the  testator's  estate  to  Thomas  Bacon,  Robert 
Lang/ord,  and  Thomas  Walford,  on  trust  to  receive  the 
same,  and  thereout  repay  the  5000/.,  with  interest  at 
5  per  cent,  to  Anthony  Bacon,  the  elder,  and  in  trust, 
as  to  the  residue,  after  such  payment  for  Anthony  Bacon, 
the  younger. 


In  the  year  1821,  the  advances  of  the  father  amounted 
to  the  full  sum  of  5000/.,  and  thereby  he  completed  the 
consideration  for  which  the  deed  was  executed ;  but  it 
does  not  appear  that  he  ever  communicated  this  trans- 
action to  his  co-executors ;  and  upon  this  the  question 
arises,  whether  the  knowledge  which  one  of  several  ex- 
ecutors has  of  an  assignment  executed  to  himself  by  a 
legatee  is  notice  which  will  give  validity  to  the  assign- 
ment to  the  prejudice  of  a  subs/equent  assignee. 


Anthony  Bacon,  the  elder,  died  in  the  year  1827$  and 
in  the  following  year,  Henry  Thomas  Timson,  a  surviv- 
ing executor,  filed  a  bill  fof  the  administration  of  the 

estate 
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estate  in  this  court.     A  decree  was  made  in  I8SO9  &nd        18ST« 


in  1831  the  residue  of  the  testator's  estate  was  brought       _ 
into  court.  ^ 

After  this,  Anthony  Bacon^  the  younger,  executed  a 
deed  dated  the  13th  o£  March  1832,  and  made  between 
himself  of  the  one  part,  and  Charles  Corfield  of  the  other 
part,  and  thereby  assigned  his  share  of  and  interest  in 
the  testator's  estate  to  Charles  Corfield^  on  trust  to  retain 
and  pay  1000/.  lent  by  him  to  Anthony  Bacon^  the 
younger,  together  with  interest  and  costs,  and  on  trust, 
as  to  the  residue,  to  pay  the  same  to  Anthony  Bacon^ 
the  younger. 

Of  this  assignment  notice  was  given  to  the  executor 
Mr.  Timson  on  the  9th  day  of  May^  and  upon  the 
Talldity  of  this  notice  two  questions  are  raised.  It  is 
said  the  notice  was  invalid ;  first,  because  it  was  not 
accompanied  by  any  inquiry  as  to  prior  incumbrances ; 
and,  secondly,  because  the  fund  being  in  court,  an 
application  ought  to  have  been  made  for  an  order  to 
prevent  the  fund  being  paid  out  without  notice  to  the 
assignee. 

The  first  reason,  alleged  for  the  invalidity  of  the 
notice,  is  answered  by  the  case  of  Foster  v.  BlacJcstone^ 
which  was  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  and  in  which 
the  like  argument  was  used  without  efiect. 

The  second  reason  might  have  been  of  weight,  if  the 
executors  of  Anthony  Bacon,  the  elder,  had  obtained  an 
order  before  Corfield;  but  as  both  parties  afterwards 
obtained  an  order  on  the  same  day,  there  is  no  compe* 
tition  in  that  respect;  and,  neither  party  having  any 
advantage  in  respect  of  the  order,  I  think  that  notice 
to  the   executor   must  be  considered  good.     If  no 

Vol.  IL  E  order 
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1887.       order  bad  been   obtained  bj  either  party,   it  would 

^^^V*^     have  been  the  duty  of  the  executor,  and  it  is  indeed 

V.  the  constant  practice  of  executors  to  inform  the  Court 

HAMitoTToif.  ^f  j^jjy  incumbrances  before  an  order  is  made  for  the 

distribution  of  the  fund. 

But  the  notice,  to  the  executor  of  Samsbottom^  of 
Mr.  CorfielcTs  assignment  would  be  of  no  avail,  if,  at  the 
time  when  his  assignment  was  taken,  Mr.  Corfield  had 
notice  of  the  prior  assignment,  made  by  Anthony  Bacon^ 
the  younger,  to  his  father ;  and  the  next  question  raised 
is,  whether  Mr.  Corfield  had  such  notice.  In  such  % 
case  it  appears  to  me  that  the  onus  probandi  is  on  the 
party  who  charges  notice.  There  is  no  attempt  to 
prove  direct  notice,  and  that  is  distinctly  denied ;  and 
the  only  doubt  on  the  subject  is,  whether  Charles  Cor^ 
Jield  had  constructive  notice  through  the  medium  of 
William  Corfield^  his  solicitor. 

Mr.  William  Corfield  has  not  in  terms  denied  notice. 
His  affidavit  is  to  the  effect  that,  at  the  time  of  the 
indenture,  Anthony  Bacon^  the  younger,  told  him  thajt 
there  was  no  incumbrance  on  the  property,  and  that  he 
was  to  share  with  his  brothers  and  sisters  in  the  division 
to  be  made  of  Ramsbottom's  estate. 

This  does  not  meet  the  charge  of  notice  in  distinct 
terms ;  but  it  is  inconsistent  with  the  supposition  that, 
at  the  same  time,  Mr.  Anthony  Bacon  (from  whom  alone 
the  knowledge  of  the  prior  assignment  was  to  come) 
informed  William  Corfield  that  his  share  of  Ramsbottom^s 
estate  was  subject  to  a  prior  incumbrance,  so  large  as 
that  which  really  existed ;  and  it  is  entirely  consistent 
with  the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  deed  itself,  by 
which  Mr.  Anthony  Bacon  covenanted  and  declared  that 
he  was  rightfully  entitled  to  his  share  of  the  estate,  and 

had 
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lad  not  charged  or  incumbered  the  same  or  any  part 

thereof  in  any  manner  whereby  Charles  Corfield  might 

be  hindered  from  receiving  the  same,  but  then  had  full  nQTrg^'ucA^ 

right  to  assign  the  same. 

To  meet  the  inference  deducible  from  the  deed  and 
from  the  affidavit  of  William  Corfieldy  the  executors  of 
Anthony  BacoUj  the  father,  have  tendered  an  affidavit  of 
Anthony  Bacon,  the  son,  in  which  he  states  that  William 
Corfield  was  his  solicitor,  and  employed  by  him  to 
borrow  1000/:,  the  repayment  of  which  he  told  William 
XJorfield  he  was  willing  to  secure  by  assigning  to  the 
lender  his  share  of  Bamsboltom*s  estate,  subject  to  the 
previous' assignment  of  the  6th  o{  February  1819,  which 
was  to  secure  5000/.  actually  advanced  by  his  father  to 
him,  or  for  his  use.  The  affidavit  has  other  statements, 
to4he  effect  that  the  deponent  believed  Charles  Corfield 
bad  notice  of  the  prior  assignment;  that  part  of  the 
money  was  applied  in  satisfying  William  Corfield's  costs, 
and  other  claims;  and  that,  in  the  year  1827,  William 
Corfield  was  aware  of  the  prior  assignment  when  he 
stated  that  it  was  of  no  validity.  But  as  these  state- 
ments would  not  (even  if  the  reception  of  the  affidavit 
were  free  from  objection)  afford  evidence  to  fix  Charles 
Corfield  with  notice  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  I 
shall  not  notice  them  further. 

The  statement  that,  in  the  transaction  itself,  Mr. 
Bacon  told  William  Corfield,  the  solicitor  of  the  vendor, 
that  the  assignment  intended  as  a  security  was  to  be 
subject  to  a  prior  charge,  is  undoubtedly  material,  and 
makes  it  necessary  to  consider  whether  the  affidavit 
ought  to  be  received ;  or,  if  received,  what  weight  is  due 
to  it  under  the  circumstances. 

E  2  The 
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1989i  The  reception  is  objected  to  on  two  grounds;  first. 


because  it  is  produced  to  contradict  the  declarations  of 
V,.  the  same  person  contained  in  his  solemn  deed  ;  secondly, 

B^^m90^3i9>fM  because  it  is  produced  to  support  a  claim  of  the  ex- 
ecutors oiAnihofy  Bacon^  the  elder,  in  whose  estate  the 
deponent  b  interested. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  first  objection  cannot  be 
supported,  however  the  weight  of  the  testimony  may  be 
afifected,  A  man  may  be  examined  as  a  witness  to  con- 
tradict declarations  of  bis  own  in  a  deed  which  he  has 
executed.  And  as  to  the  second  objection,  it  appears 
that  the  deponent  has,  by  an  -assignment  made  to  his 
brother  Charles,  ceased  to  have  any  interest  in  his 
father's  estate.  Supposing  this  to  be  correct,  I  am 
obliged  to  compare  this  afiidavit  with  the  affidavit  of 
tViUiam  Corfield,  and  the  effect  of  the  deed;  and  the 
result  of  my  consideration  of  this  evidence  is,  that  Mr* 
Charles  Co{field  is  not  fixed  with  constructive  notice  of 
the  prior  assignment. 

What  remains,  therefore,  is  to  consider  whether  there 
was  sufficient  notice  of  the  assignment  of  the  6th  of 
Feltruary  1819,  and  I  regret  to  say  that  none  of  the 
authorities  referred  to  appear  to  me  to  afford  a  guide. 
In  Dearie  v.  HaU  the  fund  was  invested  in  the  names 
cotrustees,  and  notice  was  given  to  all.  In  L/n^eridgev, 
Cooper  the  fund  was  invested  in  the  names  of  trustees, 
and  notice  was  given  to  the  only  survivor.  In  Foster  v. 
Blackstone  the  incumbrance  was  charged  on  a  life  in* 
terest  in  real  estate,  vested  in  trustees ;  aod  notice  to  tht^r 
solicitors  was  held  good  notice  to  them.  In  Smith  v. 
Smith  the  incumbrance  was  on  a  life  interest  in  funds 
and  real  estates,  vested  in  trustees  ;  and  notice  to  one  of 
the  trustees   was   held  sufficient.     In  that  case  there 

might 
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V 


might  be  ctrcamstances  to  induce  the  Court  to  presume        ]8!)7j 
that   the  trustee   who   had   notice  communicated  his     "^^T!^^^^ 
knowledge  to  his  co-trustees.     But  none  of  the  cases  n. 

cited,  nor  the  cases  in  bankruptcy  which  were  referred  R^^*"^*^****'* 
to,  appear  to  nie  to  be  like  the  present.  A  father  and 
son  having  a  transaction  of  this  sort  between  themseli^ 
the  father  being  one  of  several  executors  —  no  allegation 
even  that  the  other  executors  were  informed  before  the 
notice  received  from  Corfield  —  no  ground  whatever  to 
presume  that  the  transaction  was  communicated  to  the 
other  executors,  each  one  of  whom  had  separate  autho- 
rity to  receive  and  pay  on  accoiint  of  the  estate,  and 
who,  if  they  had  no  notice  of  the  assignment,  might 
have  made  payment  to  the  assignor  without  incurring 
any  liability  on  that  account.  * 

I  think,  after  a  good  deal  of  hesitation,  that  the 
knowledge  of  one  of  several  executors  who  was  inter- 
ested, and  docs  not  appear  to  have  communicated  his  * 
knowledge  to  his  co-executors,  is  not  sufficient  It  is 
a  case  in  which  the  assignee  has  done  nothing  but 
accept  the  assignment ;  and  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
Master's  report  n^ust  be  confirmed  and  the  cross-petition 
dismissed. 


This  decision  was  appealed  from,  and  the  case  was 
opened  before  the  Lord  Chancellor;  but,  before  its 
conclusion,  the  parties  came  to  a  compromise,  and  the 
appellants  consented  to  be  bound  by  the  decision  of  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls. 


E  3 
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.HH. 


ilXOO  J 

.ea.iwo& 

1836. 

April  16. 


COOKE  i;.  BOWLER. 


JOHN  WALKER,  by  his  will,  dated  the  27th  of  Ft- 
bruary  1802,  bequeatlied  his  property  to  his  executors 
upon  trust,  to  convert  the  whole  into  money,  and  invest 
the  money  in  3  per  cent  consolidated  annuities,  and  out 
of  the  dividends  and  interest  of  such  stock,  to  pay  an 
ertheroftheiDy  annuity  to  his  father,  Septimus  WaUcef-^  during  his  life. 
dTildren^'tL     "^^^  ^*'^  ^^^^  proceeded  as  follows:  "And  until  the 
share  of  him     death  of  my  said  father,  upon  further  trust  to  permit 


A  testator 
gave  the  di^ 
vidends  of 
stock  to  his 
brother  and 
three  sisters, 
and  after  the 
decease  of 


sisters,  Maryy  Hannah,  and  Betty,  to  receive  and  take 


dyiiig!'to*such  ^^  ^"^^'"  ™y  brother,  George  Walker,  and  my  three 
children,  for 

\t\th  ben^tof  ^^^  residue  and  remainder  of  the  dividends,  interest, 

survivorship ; 

and  in  case 

either  of  his 

brother  and 

sisters  should 

die  without 

leaving  such 

issue, 

survivor  or 


and  proceeds  thereof,  for  and  during  their  natural  lives, 
and  to  and  for  their  respective  uses  and  benefits,  in 
equal  shares  and  proportions ;  and  from  and  immediately 
after  the  decease  of  my  said  father,  I  do  hereby  declare 
"then  the  ^^^  whole  of  the  said  dividends,  interest,  and  proceeds 
of  the  said  stock  money  to  be  upon  trust  for  such  of 
take  the  di-  ^J  said  brother  and  sisters  as  shall  be  then  living,  in 
vidends;  and  equal  shares  and  proportions ;  and  further,  it  is  my  will 
cease  of  the  and  desire,  that  from  and  immediately  after  the  decease 
Sudren  of  ***  of  either  of  my  said  brother  or  sisters,  leaving  any 
his  brother  child  or  children  of  their  bodies  lawfully  issuing,  then 
directed  Sc  ^  ^^^  ^®  P^^  °^  share  of  him  or  them  so  dying  shall  be 

said  stock        paid  to  such  child  or  children  in  equal  shares  and  pro- 
monies  and  all  .  ,.         ,.  ,,.  ...         /./. 

interest  then     portions  durmg  their  natural  lives,  with  benefit  of  sur- 

t^b^d^^*"  ^^^^''s^^PJ  *"^  *^  c^se  either  of  my  said  brothers  or 
according  to  sisters 

the  statute  of  distributions : 

Held,  that  the  brother,  who  survived  his  three  sisters,  two  of  whom  dfed  without 
issue,  was  entitled  to  a  life  interest  in  three-fourths  of  the  capital,  and  that  the 
capital  was  undisposed  of,  and  belonged  to  the  next  of  liin  of  the  testator,  living  at 
his  death. 
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sisters  shall  die,  withoat  leaving  any  such  issue  afore-        18M* 
said,  then  upon  trust  to  permit  and  suffer  the  survivor        cooi?' 
or  survivors  of  them,  respectively,  to  receive  and  take  v. 

the  interest,  dividends  and  proceeds  of  the  said  stock  ^"** 

monies,  to  his,  her,  or  their  respective  uses  and  benefits ; 
and  from  and  immediately  after  the  decease  of  the  sur« 
vivor  of  the  said  children  of  my  said  brother  and  sisters, 
then  I  do  hereby  declare  that  the  said  stock  monies,  and 
all  interest  and  dividends,  which  shall  be  then  due  and 
in  arrear,  shall  be  distributed  and  disposed  of  according 
to  the  act  of  parliament  made  and  passed  for  the  dis- 
tribution of  intestates'  estates." 

The  testator  died,  leaving  his  father,  Septimus  Walker, 
)m  sole  next  of  kin;  his  brother,  George  Walker,  and 
his  three  sisters  mentioned  in  the  will,  surviving  him. 
Septimm  Walker,  the  father,  died  in  the  year  1805. 
Hannah  and  Betty  died  without  issue ;  Maty  married 
James  Bickerstaffe,  and  died  leaving  two  children ;  George 
Walker  survived  the  three  sisters,  and  assigned  his 
interest  under  the  will  to  the  Plaintifl  Cooke,  who  filed 
his  bill  upon  the  death  of  George  Walker ;  and  the 
question  in  the  cause  was,  what  interest,  in  die  events 
which  had  happened,  Geofge  Walker  was  entitled  to 
under  the  will. 

Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  Koe,  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended 
that  a  gift  of  the  interest  of  stock  was  equivalent,  to  a 
gift  of  the  princq>al ;  and  that  George  Walker,  having 
survived  his  three  sisters,  two  of  whom  died  without 
leavmg  children,  was  entitled  to  three  fourths  of  the 
capital. 

I  Mr.  James  Russell,  for  persons  claiming  an  interest  as 
next  of  kin  of  the  testator  at  the  death  of  George 

E  *  Walker, 
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IBM.l       maker,  cited  Jmes  v.  Colbeck  {a).  Bird  t.  JTooiib}^  waA 
Brtdmy-.  HeaOeit.  (c)  ..     ,^ 

Mr.  Pembertan,  for  the  representatives  of  Septimus 
Walker^  contended  that  a  gift  of  the  dividends  or  interest 
of  steiok  If  Quid  only  carry  the  princifial,  where  th^e 
W4a  no  explanatory  context,  but  not  where  the  testator 
had)  as  in  the  present  case,  distinguished  between  the 
capital  and  the  dividends*  The  bequest  over«  after  the 
death  of  the  survivor  of  unborn  children  of  the  testator's 
brother  and  sisters,  was  void;  because,  though  a  life 
interest  might  be  given  to  an  unborn  child  of  a  persoa 
in  esse,  the  gift  of  an  absolute  interest  beyond  that, 
was  too  remote ;  BauHedge  v.  DorriU  (d)  No  question 
could  arise,  therefore,  similar  to  that  in  Bird  v.  W^od 
and  the  other  cases  cited,  as  to  what  next  of  kin  were 
intended  in  the  limitation  over,  that  limitation  faein^^ 
void  for  remoteness.  The  capital  was,  oonsequientiy, 
undisposed  of,  and  belonged  to  the  representatives  of 
Septimus  Walker^  who  was  the  testator's  next  of  kin, 
living  «t  his  death. 

Mr.  Spence,  in  reply. 

T/ie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  upon  the  construction  of  this  will, 
that  George  Walker  took  a  life  interest  in  three-fourths, 
one  fourth  in  his  own  right,  one  fourth,  the  share  which 
belonged  to  Hannah,  and  another  fourth,  the  share  which 
belonged  to  Betty  ;  and  that  the  -corpus  is  undisposed  of 
by  the  will.  It  is  clear  that  the  survivor  of  the  brother 
a<ld  sisters  was  to  take  the  shares  of  such  of  them  >  as 
died  without  leaving  a  child.     It  is  equally  clear,  that  a 

gift 

'     (a)  8  Vet,  58.  (c)  2  Mtflne  ^  Keen,  DO. 

{h)  a  Sim.  4*  5i(tt.40O.  (d)  2  Ves.  jun.  557. 
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gift,  of  Ae  int^^st  and  dividends,  standing  by  itself^        1999.f 

would  give  the  corpus  ;  bat  the  next  following  clause^ 

plainly  indicates  that  he  meant  only  to  give  an  interest 

for  life.  Bowiaafl 

After  having  given  the  dividends  without  express 
words  of  limitation,  he  proceeds  to  dispose  of  the  capi- 
tal in  terms  which  fail  for  remoteness.  The  capital, 
therefore,  is  undisposed  of,  and  goes  to  the  next  of  kin 
of  the  testator,  living  at  his  death. 


The  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  BRIGHT.         j««*  11,25. 

'T^HE  will  of  Thomas  Edwardsj  dated   the   13th  of  The  testator 

^    April,  18S5,  was  in  the  following  words:  «  I  be-  ^7oaJ.Vtodc 

queath  to  my  brother,  Joseph  Edwards,  and  his  wife,  10 S.T., tore- 

during  their  natural  lives,  the  interest  of  500/.  4  pef  tereat  during 

cent,  stock,  which  will  produce  the  sum  of  20/.  pe^  ^^^^i  ^^^  ****" 
,  .  ^    ,  toherissue; 

annum,  to  them  or  the  survivor  of  tpem  during  life ;  but  in  case  of 

and  after  the  death  of  the  sur\'ivor  of  them,  I  give  the  |j,tthom'tsue 

sum  of  500/.  to  Susan   Thomas,  daughter    of   Joseph  the  said  500/. 

Thomas,  to  receive  the  interest  during  life,  and  then  to  divided  be- 

hcr  issue ;  but,  in  case  of  her  death  without  issue,  the  said  tween^  her 

500/.  stock  to  be  divided  between  her  father's  children  dren  bv  his 

by  his  second  wife,  shbre  and  share  alike;  and  in  de»  ^^cor\d^\^e; 

,  .^        .       •    .  a""  *"  default 

fault  of  any  children  by  his  second  wife  being  living  at  of  any  children 

my  death,  I  give  the  same  to  bis  said  second  wife.''  Wife  being''"'* 

living  at  the 

"  Jmeph  Bdwards  and  his  wife  received  the  dividends  deaih^over: 

of  the  stock  during  their  lives.     After  the  death  of  th<i      Weld,  that 

survivor  of  them,  the  fund  was  transferred  to  the  ac-  absolute  in* 

count  of  Siisan   Thomas,  who  received  the  dividends  ^^^^  ]P  *^? 

sum  of  5001* 

until  her  death,  which  took  place  on  the  15tb  of  May  stock. 

1836. 
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^KM.        1886.     She  died  without  issue,  and  the  quMion  wai, 
^^(^^    whether  the  fund  belonged  to  her  personal  representiliire, 
Avmnrrf^    Of  to  tiie  children  of  Susan  Thomases  father,  bjr  his  seeond 
Wife. 


Mr.  Torriafio^  for  the  representative  of  Susan  T^osmui 
eoat^oded  that,  if  the  subject  of  the  gift  had  been  real 
estate,  Susan  Thomas  would  have  taken  an  estate  tail 
under  the  gift  to  her  during  her  life,  and  then  to  her 
issue ;  and  the  gift  being  of  personal  estate,  she  took 
an  absolute  interest :  Ckandless  v.  Price,  {a) 

Mr.  Havens^  contra,  insisted  that  this  was  a  good 
executory  devise,  and  that  in  the  event  which  had  hap- 
pened, the  limitation  over  to  the  children  of  Susan 
Tkama^s  father  by  his  second  wife  took  eflfect.  In 
Knight  v.  EBis  (d),  where  there  was  a  gift  of  the  in^^ 
terest  of  monies  to  arise  from  the  accamulatioa  of  rents 
Co  A.  for  his  life,  a  gift  of  the  monies  to  his  issue  male, 
and,  in  default  of  such  issue,  over.  Lord  Thurlovo  held 
diat  A,*s  issue,  if  any,  would  have  taken  as  purchasers ; 
and  that,  upon  his  death  without  issue,  the  limitation 
over  took  effect  So  in  fVarman  v.  Seaman  (c),  a  term 
of  years  to  A.  for  life,  and  afterwards  to  her  issue, 
upon  A!s  death,  was  held  to  vest  in  the  issue  as  pur- 
chasers. In  ElUot  v.  Jekyl(d\  where  there  was  an 
assignment  of  an  interest  of  a  lease  to  the  use  of  A.  for 
Uf<p,  and  afterwards  of  his  issue,  and  for  want  of  sv^^h 
bsue,  to  the  use  of  J3.,  the  whole  was  held  to  vest  in  the 
issue  of  B.9  as  purchasers.  In  PleydeU  v.  Plej/dell  («),  a 
,  '.  devise  of  400/.  to  A.^  and  if  A.  die  without  issue  then 
'  '  '  '  *'  to  &,  was  supported  as  a  good  executory  devise;  and 
1  /.t  in  the  recent  case  of  Stonor  v.  Carwen{g)^  where  the 
■''•    '•  '•'  '*  testator 

ifi  :  . '     .<    ti.        (a)  3  F#i.  99.  (d)  3  Vet.  sen.  6S1. 

.}  i.P.:,;  ..f.   uJ.  ^    (A)  2  Bro.  a  C.  570.  (e)  1  P.  IVmt.  748. 

(c)  PoUejpf.  112.;  and  2  CL         {g)  5  Sim.26i. 
Ca.S06. 
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teitator  gave  cme-tbird  of  the  residue  of  his  estate  tLud    ^  XU& 

effects  tahis  oiece,  which  he  desired  might  be  settled  bf 

his  eaKcutors  oa  ber  for  her  separate  use  for  her  liG^ 

but  to  devolve  to  her  issue  at  her  death,  and  failing 

issue,  then  to  revert  to  his  nephew,  the  Court  directed 

a  settlement,  supporting  the  limitation  over  upon  failure 

of  such  issue  as  were  within  the  limits  of  executory 

devise* 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  the  effect  of  the  J*^  ^s. 
gift  of  the  sum  of  500/.  stock  to  Susan  Thomas^  to  receive 
ibe  interest  during  her  life,  and  then  to  her  issue,  was 
to  give  her  an  absolute  interest  in  that  sum ;  and  that 
such,  absolute  interest  was  not  affected  by  the  subse* 
quent  words  of  the  will,  the  limitation  over  in  case  of 
h^  death  without  issue,  unrestricted  by  any  words  limit>^ 
iag  the  generality  of  the  expression  '^  without  iss.ue,'' 
being  void  for  remoteness. 


See  Lephie  v.  Ferard^  S  Run.  4f  Mylne,  57S,;  aod  Firard  v« 
Griffin^  irifra. 


WAKE  V.  PARKER.  isss. 

Jan.  15.  96. 

ADAMSON  PARKER,  by  his  will  dated  the  17th  of  Demurrer,  on 

^  Juh,  18S7,  ga^e,  devised,  and  appointed  to  his  ^^^ 

sons,  Kewfon  Stevens  Parker^  Adamson  George  Parker^  Plaintifft,  to  a 

and  TT^mas  James  Parker j  and  their  heirs  as  tenants  in  bend  and  wife 

eonunoD  three  undivided  fifth  parts  of  all  his  freehold  'i^^  '^^!V°* 

rant  children 
and  by  the  hut- 
band,  as  next 
friend,  for  the  administration  of  the  estate  of  a  testator  under  whose  will  the  wife 
was  entitled  to  separate  estate,  allowed;  and  leave  given  to  amend  the  bill  by 
inserting  a  next  friend  for  the  wife  and  infant  children,  and  making  the  husband  a 
Defendant. 


Parker, 
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si^S^^  and  copyhold  messuages,  lands,  and  tenements,  and  he 
^^y^^  gave,  devised,  and  appointed  the  remaining  two  tindi* 
.  p^  ct  vided  fifth  parts  thereof  to  Adamson  George  Parkerj 
and  his  heirs,  upon  trust  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits 
thereof^  and  pay  the  rents  and  profits  arising  from  one 
of  such  moieties  into  the  proper  hands  of  his  daughter 
Harriet^  the  wife  of  Bernard  John  Wake^  for  her  life; 
and  immediately  upon  her  decease,  he  gave,  devised, 
directed,  and  appointed  one  undivided  fifth  part  of  his 
said  freehold  and  copyhold  estates  unto  all  and  every 
of  her  children  equally  as  tenants  in  common,  and  to 
their  heirs  respectively:  and  upon  further  trust  that 
Adamson  George  Parker^  his  heirs  or  assigns,  should  pay 
the  rents  and  profits  arising  from  the  other  of  the  two 
moieties,  into  the  proper  hands  of  his  daughter  Helen, 
the  wife  of  Joseph  Levick,  for  her  life ;  and  upon  her 
decease,  he  gave,  devised,  and  appointed  one  other  un- 
divided fifth  part  of  his  said  freehold  estates,  unto  alt 
and  every  her  children  as  tenants  in  common,  and  to 
their  heirs  respectively.  And  he  gave  and  bequeathed 
unto  Adamson  George  Parker  all  his  personal  estate,  upon 
trust  to  convert  the  same  into  money,  and  after  pay- 
ment of  his  debts  aud  funeral  expenses,  upon  trust  to 
pay  three-fifth  parts  of  the  money  remaining  in  his 
hands  unto  Kenyon  Stevens  Parker,  Adamson  George 
Parker,  and  Thomas  James  Parker,  equally  share  and 
share  alike;  and  as  to  the  remaining  two  fifth  parts 
thereof,  upon  trust  to  place  out  the  same  on  government 
or  mortgage  security,  and  pay  one  moiety  of  the  interest 
arising  therefrom  to  his  daughter  Hatriet  for  her  life ; 
and  immediately  upon  her  decease,  he  gave  one  moiety 
of  the  money  to  be  placed  out  as  aforesaid  unto  all 
and  every  her  children,  share  and  share  alike,  and  to 
their  respective  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns ; 
and  he  directed  his  trustee  to  pay  the  other  moiety  of 
the  interest  arising  from  the  money  to  be  placed  out  as 

afore- 
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arore^aid,  unto  his  daughter  Helen  Levick  for  her  life;        ^^3%*. 
aD<^  upon  her  decease,  he  gave  the  other  moiety  of  the     ^€F^^^ 
money  ^  to  be  placed  out  as  aforesaid^  unto  all  and  'ii"; 

eveiry  her  children}  share  and  share  alike ;  with  bequests        .^  i!fiiA^< 
over  in  case  his  daughter  Harriet  Wake^  or  his  daughter . 
Helen  Levick,  should  die  without  leaving  any  child  or   . 
children,  or  issue  of  any  such  child  or  children.     And 
the  testator  directed  that  all  rents,  interest,  and  other 
monies  payable  to  Harriet  Wake,   and  Helen  Levick 
should  be  paid  into  their  proper  hands  respectively,  and 
not  by  way  of  anticipation,  for  their  respective  separate 
use^  and  should  not  be  subject  to  the  debts,  control, 
disposition  or   engagements  of  their   present  or  any 
future  husbands,  and  that  the  receipts  of  his  said  daugh<» 
ters  alone  should  be  sufficient  discharges  for  the  same, 
notwithstanding    any    thing    thereinbefore    contained* 
And  the  testator  directed  that  his  children  should  have 
full  power  to  make  partition  of  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  his  freehold  and  copyhold  estates;  and  for  such  pur- 
pose, that  George  Adamson  Parker^  or  his  heirs,  should   ' 
be  at  liberty,  as  trustee  for  his  said  daughters,  to  convey 
the  two-fifth  parts  thereof  limited  to  him  as  therein- 
before mentioned,  in  such  manner  as  he  might  be  ad- 
vised ;  and  the  testator  directed  that  in  case  his  sons  or 
their  heirs  should  be  desirous  of  selling  the  entirety,  or 
any  part  or  parts  of  the  said  freehold  and  copyhold 
estates,  the  said  George  Adamson  Parker,  or  bis  heirs, 
should  be  at  liberty  to  convey  as  thereinbefore   men- 
tioned, the  two  fifth  parts,  notwithstanding  the  trusts 
thereof  vested  in  him  or  them,  he  or  they  laying  out,  in 
the  purchase  of  other  freehold  or  copyhold  estateSj  two 
fifth  parts  of  the  purchase  money  arising  from  the  pro- 
perty so  sold,  which  purchased  estates  should  be  con- 
veyed to  him  or  them  upon  the  same  trusts  as  he  or 
they  held  the  two  fifth  parts  of  the  estate  so  SQid.     And 
the  testator  appointed   Adamson   George  Parker  so\t 
executor  of  his  will. 

•     "  The 
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VtUfiii  The  testator  died  on  the  29th  of  August  1837,  leaving 

^yj^^^  his  five  children  mentioned  in  the  will  surviving  him^ 
of  whom  Kenyan  Stecens  Parker  was  his  heir  at  law; 
and  his  will  was  proved  by  Adamson  George  Parker j  the 
executor  named  therein. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Bernard  John  Wake  and  Harriet 
his  wife,  and  Helen  WaJce^  Harriet  Wake  the  younger, 
William  Wake^  and  Bernard  Wake,  infants,  by  Bernard 
John  Wake  their  father  and  next  friend,  against  Kenyoti 
Stevens  Parker^  Adamson  George  Parker^  Thomas  James 
Parker  J  and  Joseph  Leoick  and  Helen  his  wife ;  and  it 
prayed  that  the  will  might  be  established,  and  the  trusts 
thereof  carried  into  execution  under  the  direction  of  the 
Court,  and  that  accounts  might  be  taken  of  testator's 
personal  estate,  and  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  his  free- 
hold estates,  and  that  the  clear  residue  of  the  testator's 
real  and  personal  estate  might  be  asceitained  and  ap- 
plied according  to  the  trusts  of  the  will,  and  that  a 
partition  might  be  made  of  the  freehold  estates  of  the 
testator,  and  that  a  commission  of  partition  might 
issue,  and  all  necessary  directions  be  given  relating 
thereto ;  or  otherwise,  that  the  freehold  estate  might  be 
sold,  and  one  fifth  part  of  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  be 
secured  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiffs,  in  such  manner 
as  was  directed  by  the  will ;  and  that  in  the  meantime  a 
receiver  might  be  appointed. 

To  this  bill  the  Defendants,  Adamson  George  Parker^ 
and  Thomas  James  Parker,  put  in  a  general  demurrer 
for  want  of  equity. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Bacon,  in  support  of  the 
demurrer. 

This  bill  is  demurrable  for  misjoinder  of  Plaintiffs. 
The  interest  to  Mrs.  Wake^  under  the  testator's  will,  being 

given 
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given  to  ber  sepfirate  use»  she  ought  to  have  sued  by  her  1408} 
next  friend,  and  her  husband  should  have  been  made  ^ 
Defendant  There  is  no  principle  more  clear,  than  that 
where  trustees  or  executors  are  called  upon  to  account,  the 
suit  ought  to  be  so  framed  as  to  dispose  of  the  question^ 
raised  by  it,  without  rendering  the  trustees  or  executors 
liable  tp  any  further  suit.  Now,  a  bill  by  husband  and 
wife,  in  her  right,  is  the  bill  of  the  husband  ;  Paxdet'rm 
Ddaval  {a) ;  and  if  a  decree  be  made  for  the  usual 
accoui^t,  in  this  suit,  the  wife  may,  nevertheless^  file  a 
separate  bill  by  her  next  friend,  to  have  her  interest 
secured  to  her.  In  Httghes  v.  Evans  (i),  Sir  John  Leach 
decided,  that  where  a  married  woman  joins  as  a  co- 
plaintiff  with  her  husband,  instead  of  suing  by  her  next 
friend,  the  suit  is  to  be  considered  as  the  suit  of  the 
husband  alone,  and  will  not  prejudice  a  future  claim  by 
the  wife.  So  in  Reeve  v.  Dalby  (c),  the  same  judge 
held,  that  a  suit  by  husband  and  wife,  against  the  trustees 
of  the  wife's  separate  property,  could  not  be  pleaded  in 
bar  to  a  subsequent  suit  by  the  wife,  by  her  next  friend, 
against  her  trustees  and  husband  and  another  def€;nd<< 
ant,  though  the  relief  prayed  in  both  suits  was  the  same. 
It  is  clear,  therefore,  upon  these  authorities,  that  the 
present  suit,  if  permitted  to  proceed,  would  not  exempt 
the  executor  from  the  liability  to  be  vexed  by  another 
suit,  for  the  same  matters,  which  the  wife  may  institute 
by  her  next  friend.  In  Sigel  v.  Phelps  (d),  the  last  re- 
ported case  in  which  this  point  of  pleading  was  con- 
sidered, and  in  which  the  suit  was  instituted  by  a  hus- 
band and  wife,  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  arrears  of 
an  annuity,  given  to  che  wife's  separate  use,  paid  to  her, 
and  for  the  appointment  of  new  trustees  of  the  estates 
charged  with  the  annuity,  and  for  a  receiver,  the  Vice- 
Chan- 

(a)  2  Ve9.  sen.  666.  (r)  3  Sim.  ^  Stu.  464. 

\b)  \  Sim.  4-  Stu.  185.  (,d)  7  5ifii.239. 


6*  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1838.  Chancellor  was  of  opinion,  that,  as  the  snit  related  to 
the  wife'§  separate  property,  she  and  her  husband  ought 
not  to  have  been  made  co-plaintiffs  ;  but  the  bill  ought 
to  have  been  filed  by  the  wife,  by  her  next  friend,  and 
the  husband  ought  to  have  been  made. a  Defendant 

Besides  the  liability  to  be  vexed  by  another  suit^ 
wRich  is  a  particular  objection  applicable  to  the  case  of 
a  husband  and  his  wife  having  separate  estate,  there  is 
the  general  objection  applicable  as  well  to  this,  as  to  all* 
other  cases,  in  which  a  plaintiflP  having  an  interest  in  the 
subject  of  the  suit,  is  improperly  joined  with  a  plaintiflp 
who  has  none.  The  wife  is  2kfeme  sole  in  respect  of  her 
separate  estate,  and,  so  far  as  that  separate  estate  is  con- 
cerned, the  husband  is  a  mere  stranger.  On  the  same 
principle,  therefore,  on  which  it  has  been  decided  in 
several  recent  cases,  that,  where  one  or  more  plaintifis 
have  an  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit,  and 
other  co-plaintiffs  have  no  interest,  a  general  demurrer 
to  the  whole  bill  is  a  good  defence,  this  demurrer  must 
be  allowed :  King  of  Spain  v.  Machado  (a).  Makepeace 
v.  Haytkome{b)j  Glyn  v.  Soares.  {c) 

It  follows  as  a  necessary  consequence  of  the  rule  as 
to  misjoinder  of  plainti£&,  that  the  husband  cannot,  in 
this  suit,  fill  the  character  of  next  friend  of  the  infant 
children. 

Mr.  Pemhertofii  and  Mr.  TilloUon^  contra. 

This  is  a  bill,  filed  by  a  husband  and  wife,  with  their 
infant  children  suing  by  the  husband  as  their  next 
friend,  against  the  executor  and  other  parties  for  the 
administration  of  the  estate  of  the  wife's  father,  under 

whose 

(a)  4  Rwu,  560.  (c)  9  Mylne  6f  Keen^  450. 

{b)  A  Ruu.  944. 
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whose  will  she  claims  an  interest  which  is  given  to  her  -j^lBMt 
separate  use ;  and  if  to  such  a  bill  a  demurrer,  denying 
the  right  of  the  Plaintiffs  to  any  discovery  or  relief, 
upon  the  ground  that  a  husband  is  so  perfect  a  stranger 
to  his  w^ife,  in  respect  of  property  given  to  her  separate 
use,  and  limited,  as  in  this  case,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
children,  that  he  cannot  even  be  joined  with  her  as  a 
co-plainti£^  or  act  as  the  next  friend,  and  natural 
protector  of  the  interests  of  bis  children,  —  if  such 
a  rule  of  pleading  is  to  be  the  law  of  this  Court, 
it  is  calculated  to  give  occasion  to  enormous  incon- 
venience and  injustice.  But  unless  the  case  of  Sigel 
V.  Phelps  is  to  introduce  a  new  rule  of  pleading,  and 
to  overturn  previous  decisions  upon  this  point,  this 
is  not  the  law  of  the  Court.  In  Smyth  v.  Myers  (a), 
a  feme  covert,  who  had  a  separate  estate,  was  the 
plaintiff  in  the  cause,  and  she  named  her  husband 
as  next  friend ;  and  upon  a  motion  to  strike  out  the 
husband's  name  as  next  friend,  and  make  him  a  co- 
plainti£^  Sir  John  Leach  said  it  was  necessary  that  the 
husband  should  be  a  substantive  party  to  the  suit,  and 
by  joining  the  wife  as  a  co-plaintiff,  as  proposed,  the 
husband  would  admit  the  statement  in  the  bill  that  it 
was  the  separate  property  of  the  wife,  and  this  would 
answer  all  the  purpose  of  making  him  a  defendant 
This  is  an  express  authority  in  support  of  the  present 
bill,  and  it  has  been  the  constant  practice  of  pleaders, 
both  before  and  subsequently  to  the  case  of  Smfth  v. 
MyerSi  to  make  the  husband  a  co-plaintiff  with  the 
wiiie,  in  suits  for  establishing  her  claims  to  separate 
estate,  where  the  interest  of  the  husband  is  not 
substantially  adverse  to  that  of  the  wife,  as  it  would  be 
in  a  case  of  fraud,  or  where  the  husband  was  an  ac- 
counting party,  or  otherwise  had  an  interest  directly 
opposed  to  that  of  his  wife.     Where  the  wife  sues  for 

her 

(a)  3ilfAf.474. 
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18S8*       her  separate  property,  the  husband  must  be  either  a 
^^^'^"'^     plaintiff  or  a  defendant;  and  upon  what  principle  is  it 
V.  contended  that  she  may  not  sue  with  him  as  a  co-plain- 

Fabku.  ^gp.  ^j.^  jf  gjjg  think  fit,  make  him  her  next  friend  ?  The 
wife  is,  juoad  her  separate  property,  a,Jen^soIe;  and  ad- 
mitting that  her  husband  is,  in  respect  of  that  separate 
property,  a  mere  stranger,  why  is  he  to  be  in  a  worse 
position  than  a  mere  stranger  ?  Is  it  insisted  that  the 
husband  is  the  only  stranger  in  the  world,  whom  she  may 
not  name  as  her  next  friend  ?  If  the  husband  is  ready 
to  charge  himself  with  responsibility  as  to  the  costs  of 
the  suit,  why  is  the  wife,  having  separate  estate,  to  be 
precluded  from  making  her  husband  her  next  friend,  as 
well  as  any  otlier  stranger  ?  The  wife  has  the  absolute 
dominion  over  her  separate  property,  if  it  be  not  fettered 
by  any  clause  against  anticipation ;  she  may  give  it  to  her 
husband,  if  she  chooses ;  and  if  she  may  give  it  to  her 
husband,  upon  what  rational  principle  can  it  be  con- 
tended that  she  may  not  join  with  her  husband  as  a  co- 
plaintiff,  or  make  him  her  next  friend  for  the  purpose  of 
recovering  it  ?  Will  it  be  contended  that  the  proceed- 
ing, instituted  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  her  separate 
property,  requires  a  stronger  protection  against  the 
husband,  and  a  more  cautious  exclusion  of  him,  than 
the  power  of  giving  it  to  him  when  it  is  actually  reduced 
into  possession  ?  There  is  no  authority  to  support  so 
extravagant  a  proposition:  on  the  contrary,  in  a  case  before 
the  present  Lord  Chancellor,  when  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
it  was  argued,  in  answer  to  an  objection  similar  to  that 
now  taken  by  way  of  demurrer,  that  the  husband,  co- 
plaintiff  with  his  wife  having  separate  estate,  might 
well  be  considered  as  the  next  friend  of  the  wife ;  and 
the  view  so  taken  in  argument  was  approved  by  the 
Court.  Hughes  v.  Evans  is  cited,  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  the  proposition,  that  where  a  husband  and 
wife  sue  as  co-plainUffs  for  the  wife's  separate  estate, 
the  wife  is  not  bound  by  the  suit;  but  is  it  prob^bfe 

th'at 
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that  the  s^me  judge,  who  decided  in  the  year  1818  that  1838. 
the  husband  and  wife  were  properly  joined  in  such  a  suit, 
should,  in  the  year  1823,  have  made  a  directly  contrary 
decision  ?  The  reason  of  this  appafbnt  discrepancy  is, 
that  there  is  great  peculiarity  in  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  of  Hughes  v.  Evans*  That  was  not  a  mere  suit  to 
recover  the  wife's  separate  estate ;  but  it  was  a  suit  by 
the  husband  and  wife,  the  object  of  which  was  to  charge 
the  estate  of  an  intestate  to  >irhich  the  wife  administered 
without  having  ever  acted,  and  the  sole  acting  adminis- 
trator of  which  afterwards  devised  his  estates  in  trust 
for  the  wife's  separate  use.  One  of  the  principal  points 
in  the  cause  was,  whether  the  acts  and  declarations  of 
the  husband,  in  respect  of  his  alleged  charge  upon  the 
estate  of  the  intestate,  could  be  used  as  evidence  against 
the  wife,  who  afterwards  became  interested  in  that 
estate ;  and  the  Vice-Chancellor  was  of  opinion  that 
they  could  not  It  is  evident  that  there  is  nothing  in 
this  case  inconsistent  with  the  previous  decision  of  Sir 
John  Leach^  in  Smyth  v.  Myers^  that  the  husband  and 
wife  were  properly  joined  as  co-plaintiffs  in  a  suit  for 
her  separate  property,  a  decision  from  which  it  neces- 
sarily foUowsr  that  the  wife  would  be  bound  by  a  suit 
in  which  she  so  joined  as  co-plaintiff  with  her  husband. 
In  Heeve  v.  Dalby^  the  wife  in  the  second  suit  charged 
fraud  against  her  husband  and  the  trustees ;  and  fraud, 
of  course,  over-rides  the  general  proposition  established 
by  Smyth  v.  Myers.  There  is  no  case,  therefore^  to 
affect  the  previous  decisions,  or  the  general  practice  of 
pleaders,  except  the  last  case  of  Sigelv.  Phelps,  and 
that  is  a  short  note  of  a  loose  conversation  between 
counsel,  in  which  nothing  is  stated  as  to  the  facts  of 
the  case,  or  the  nature  of  thcr  defence ;  and  no  deci- 
sion, properly  so  called,  was  pronounced  by  the  Vice- 
Chancellor.  It  is  impossible  that  previous  authorities, 
and  the  practice  which  has  prevailed,  in  conformity  with 

F2  these 
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1838.  these  authorities,  can  be  over-turned  by  so  loose  and 
unsatisfactory  a  note  as  this.  The  practical  inconve- 
nience, which  would  M*ise  from  the  adoption  of  the  rule 
of  pleading  supposed  to  be  established  by  that  case 
would  be  extremely  great ;  and  the  hardship  would  be 
greater  in  proportion  to  the  smallness  of  the  fund  sought 
to  be  recovered.  Why  should  a  wife,  suing  for  her 
separate  property,  be  compelled  to  incur  the  unneces- 
sary expense  of  making  her  husband  a  party  defendant, 
or  be  exposed  to  the  liability  of  finding  no  person  who 
would  consent  to  act  as  her  next  friend,  and  thereby 
render  himself  responsible  for  the  costs  of  the  suit?  In 
the  latter  case,  the  rule  would  operate  as  a  complete 
denial  of  justice ;  and  it  must  be  admitted  that  this  is  a 
possible,  and  even  a  probable  case,  where  the  fund  is 
small,'  or  the  right  of  the  married  woman  doubtfiiL  .  In 
practice,  therefore,  the  consequences  of  such  a  rule  may 
be  most  mischievous  and  oppressive,  while  the  only  pur- 
pose, for  which  it  is  introduced,  is  the  maintenance  of 
the  absurd  technical  fiction  that,  where  property  is  given 
to  the  separate  use  of  a  wife,  and  settled,  as  it  is  in  most 
cases,  for  the  benefit  of  her  children,  a  husband  has  no 
interest  in  a  suit  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  reducing 
that  property  into  her  possession.  It  is  evident  that  the 
husband  has  the  strongest  moral  interest  in  such  a  suit ; 
upon  what  principle  of  equity,  then,  can  he  be  prevented 
from  aiding  his  wife  in  recovering  her  separate  pro- 
perty, by  joining  with  her  as  co-plaintiff  in  such  a  suit? 
The  payment  of  the  fund,  or  the  settlement  of  the  fund 
to  the  proper  uses,  is  a  totally  distinct  consideration 
from  the  question  whether  such  a  suit  by  the  husband 
and  wife  shall  be  entertained ;  and  the  Court  will  take 
care  to  protect  the  wifeVi  interest,  either  by  a  reference 
to  the  Master,  as  in  Simonds  v.  Horo^ood  {a\  or  by  fol- 
lowing the  course  taken  in  subsequent  cases,  where 

this 
(VI)  1  Keen^  7. 
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this  Coort  has  directed  a  petition  for  payment  of  the       1838. 
fund  to  be  presented  on  behalf  of  the  wife. 

Mr.  Kindersleyj  in  reply. 

It  is  surely  more  convenient  that  an  uniform  rule  of 
pleading  upon  this  point  shonld  be  established)  than 
that  a  frame  of  suit  should  be  allowed  to  continue 
which  is  admitted  to  be  so  irregular  as  to  require  the 
constant  vigilance  of  the  Court  in  protecting  the  wife's 
interest  against  a  misapplication  of  her  separate  fund,  if 
it  were  suffered  to  go  out  of  Court  without  precautions 
taken  to  secure  the  interest  of  the  wife.  The  case  of 
Simonds  v.  Horwood  cou&rms  the  other  authorities,  which 
shew  that  the  suit  of  the  husband  and  wife  having  sepa- 
rate estate  is  the  suit  of  the  husband  alone;  but  there 
the  trustees  took  no  objection  to  the  frame  of  the  suit, 
which  must  either  be  pleaded  or  raised  by  the  answer : 
Baffety  v.  Kif^.  {a)  The  ordinary  language  in  which 
property  is  limited  to  the  separate  use  of  a  wife,  pro- 
viding that  it  shall  be  free  from  the  debts,  interference, 
or  control  of  her  husband,  is  of  itself  sufficient  to  shew 
that  the  interest  of  the  husband  is  in  this  respect  in- 
tended to  be,  and  is  in  fact  adverse  to  that  of  the  wife, 
and,  if  adverse,  it  is  a  misjoinder  to  unite  tliem  as  co- 
plaintifis.  In  Smyth  v.  Myers^  which  is  so  much  relied 
upon.  Sir  John  Leach  says^  *^  The  claim  of  the  wife  to 
separate  estate  is  against  the  jus  mariti/'  and  he  pro- 
ceeds to  observe,  that,  by  joining  the  wife  as  co-plaintiff 
in  a  suit  for  her  separate  estate,  the  husband  will  admit 
the  statement  in  the  bill  that  i^  is  her  separate  property. 
The  husband,  therefore,  would  be  bound,  but  no  opi- 
nion is  expressed  as  to  the  wife  being  bound  by  such  a 
suit;  upon  that  point,  therefore,  the  case  determines  no- 
thing. 

(«}  iXeen^eoi, 
F3 
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1^8Ml  The  testator  died  on  the  29th  of  August  18379  leaving 

l^^jtsM       ^  ^^®  children  mentioned  in  the  will  surviving  him, 

of  whom  Kenyan  Stevens  Parker  was  his  heir  at  law; 

and  his  will  was  proved  by  Adamson  George  Parker^  the 

executor  named  therein. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Bernard  John  Wake  and  Harriet 
his  wife,  and  Helen  Wake^  Harriet  Wake  the  younger, 
William  Wake,  and  Bernard  Wake,  infants,  by  Bernard 
John  Wake  their  father  and  next  friend,  against  Kenyan 
Stevens  Parker^  Adamson  George  Parker^  Thomas  James 
Parker  J  and  Joseph  Levick  and  Helen  his  wife ;  and  it 
prayed  that  the  will  might  be  established,  and  the  trusts 
thereof  carried  into  execution  under  the  direction  of  the 
Court,  and  that  accounts  might  be  taken  of  testator's 
personal  estate,  and  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  his  free- 
hold  estates,  and  that  the  clear  residue  of  the  testator^s 
real  and  personal  estate  might  be  asceitained  and  ap- 
plied according  to  the  trusts  of  the  will,  and  that  a 
partition  might  be  made  of  the  freehold  estates  of  the 
testator,  and  that  a  commission  of  partition  might 
issue,  and  all  necessary  directions  be  given  relating 
thereto ;  or  otherwise,  that  the  freehold  estate  might  be 
sold,  and  one  fiflh  part  of  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  be 
secured  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiffs,  in  such  manner 
as  was  directed  by  the  will ;  and  that  in  the  meantime  a 
receiver  might  be  appointed. 

To  this  bill  the  Defendants,  Adamson  George  Parker^ 
and  Thomas  James  Parker^  put  in  a  general  demurrer 
for  want  of  equity. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Bacon^  in  support  of  the 
demurrer. 

This  bill  is  demurrable  for  misjoinder  of  Plaintiffs. 
The  mterest  to  Mrs.  WaJke^  under  the  testator's  will,  being 

given 
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given  to  her  sepftrate  use,  she  ought  to  have  sued  by  her        lA99t 

next  friend,  and  ier  husband  should  have  been  made  ^    '^^!^<^^ 

Wajuit 
Defendant.    There  is  no  principle  more  clear,  than  that  ^ 

where  trustees  or  executors  are  called  upon  to  account,  the 
suit  ought  to  be  so  framed  as  to  dispose  of  the  questions 
raised  by  it,  without  rendering  the  trustees  or  executors 
liable  tp  any  further  suit.  Now,  a  bill  by  husband  ^nd 
wife,  in  her  right,  is  the  bill  of  the  husband  ;  Paidety, 
Delaval  (a)  \  and  if  a  decree  be  made  for  the  usual 
accoui^t,  in  this  suit,  the  wife  niay,  nevertheless^  file  a 
separate  bill  by  her  next  friend,  to  have  her  interest 
secured  to  her.  In  Hughes  v.  Evans  (i),  Sir  John  Leach 
decided,  that  where  a  married  woman  joins  as  a  co- 
plaintiff  with  her  husband,  instead  of  suing  by  her  next 
friend,  the  suit  is  to  be  considered  as  the  suit  of  the 
husband  alone,  and  will  not  prejudice  a  future  claim  by 
the  wife.  So  in  Reeve  v.  Dalby  (c),  the  same  judge 
held,  that  a  suit  by  husband  and  wife,  against  the  trustees 
of  the  wife's  separate  property,  could  not  be  pleaded  in 
bar  to  a  subsequent  suit  by  the  wife,  by  her  next  friend, 
against  her  trustees  and  husband  and  another  defi^nd-* 
ant,  though  the  relief  prayed  in  both  suits  was  the  same* 
It  is  clear,  therefore,  upon  these  authorities,  that  the 
present  suit,  if  permitted  to  proceed,  would  not  exempt 
the  executor  from  the  liability  to  be  vexed  by  another 
suit,  for  the  same  matters,  which  the  wife  may  institute 
by  her  next  friend.  In  Sigel  v.  Phelps  (d),  the  last  re- 
ported case  in  which  this  point  of  pleading  was  con- 
sidered, and  in  which  the  suit  was  instituted  by  a  bus- 
band  and  wife,  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  arrears  of 
an  annuity,  given  to  che  wife's  separate  use,  paid  to  her, 
and  for  the  appointment  of  new  trustees  of  the  estates 
charged  with  the  annuity,  and  for  a  receiver,  the  Vioe- 

Chan- 

(a)  2Ve9.  sen.  666.  (c)  S  Sim.  4>  Siu,  464. 

{h)  1  Sim.  4>  Siu.  185.  (,d)  7  Sim.  239. 
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1838.  ^  It  has  undoubtedly  been  very  usual  to  file  such  bills, 
and  many  decrees  have  been  made  without  objection  in 
suits  instituted  by  the  husband  and  wife  for  the  wife's 
separate  estate,  the  Court  itself  taking  care  that  the 
separate  estate  of  the  wife  recovered  in  such  suits  shall 
be  protected  from  the  husband.  Thus  in  Griffith  v. 
Hood  (a),  the  bill  was  filed  by  the  husband  and  wife  for 
the  separate  estate  of  the  wife.  Lord  Hardwicke  said, 
<^  Where  there  is  any  thing  for  the  separate  use  of  the 
wife,  a  bill  ought  to  be  brought  by  her  next  friend  for 
her;  otherwise  it  is  her  husband's  bill.  However,  there 
have  been  many  cases  of  such  bills,  and  the  Court  has 
taken  care  of  the  wife,  and  ordered  payment  to  some 
person  for  her ;"  and  in  that  case  he  ordered  the  interest 
of  the  money,  which  was  to  be  invested,  to  be  paid  to 
the  wife,  or  some  person  authorised  by  her  for  her 
separate  use.  And  it  is  in  this  way  that  the  Court  now 
commonly  acts  in  such  cases,  and  it  does  not  appear 
that  any  valid  objection  can  be  made  to  the  practice. 
If  the  amount  of  the  sum  recovered  be  all  that  the  wife 
is  entitled  to,  and  if  the  sum  so  recovered  be  secured  to 
her  separate  use,  she  has  all  that  she  could  obtain  in 
any  suit,  and  could  make  no  further  or  renewed  claim 
against  the  accounting  party,  who  had  been  compelled 
by  the  suit  to  satisfy  her  demand.  In  the  case  of  Chess^ 
fyn  V.  Smith  (6),  where  stock  was  settled  to  the  separate 
use  of  a  married  woman,  and  after  her  ^death  for  her 
husband  absolutely.  Sir  W*  Grants  in  a  suit  instituted 
by  the  husband  and  wife,  decreed  a  transfer  of  the  stock 
to  the  husband  on  his  giving  personal  security  for  the 
same ;  and  I  think  that  many  cases  have  occurred  of 
suits  by  husband  and  wife  in  which  the  wife  may  have 
seemed  to  require  protection  fi-om  the  husband,  and  yet 
decrees  have  been  made  without  objection. 

Never- 
(a)  2  Fes,  sen.  4^2.  (6)  s  Tew,  ISJ. 
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Nevertheless,  whenever  the  attention  of  the  Court  IBSB* 
has  been  drawn  to  the  subject,  such  suits  have  always 
been  considered  to  be  the  suits  of  the  husbands,  and  to 
be  institnted  and  prosecuted  by  them,  and  under  their 
influence.  The  husband,  having  the  power  to  use  his 
wife's  name,  may  file  the  bill  without  her  knowledge, 
and  may  prosecute  it  in  a  manner  not  favourable  to  her 
interests.  If  the  wife's  claim  be  not  of  a  liquidated  or 
specific  sum,  but  of  a  sum  to  be  ascertained  by  an  ac- 
count, though  the  Court  might,  and  certainly  would, 
protect  her  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  sum  recovered  upon 
die  account,  that  sum  might  not  be  the  just  amount  of 
her  right,  because  the  account  taken  under  the  proceed- 
ings may  not  have  been  properly  taken;  and  if  the 
principle  be,  as  I  think  it  is  in  those  cases,  that  the  wife 
is,  as  to  her  separate  estate,  entitled  to  prosecute  the 
suit  by  her  own  authority,  independently  of  her  hus- 
band, there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  a  suit,  insti- 
tuted by  her  husband,  should  bind  her,—  why  she  may 
not,  at  any  time,  institute  a  new  suit  for  the  same  matter 
by  her  next  friend,  or  why  a  decree  (not  being  a  decree 
for  a  specific  sum  secured  by  the  Court  for  her  separate 
use,  and  there  being  no  evidence  that  it  was  prosecuted 
with  her  consent  and  authority)  should  be  a  bar  to  a 
new  suit  instituted  by  her  next  firiend. 

It  is  true,  as  was  stated  by  Sir  John  Leach  in  Smyth 
V.  Myers  (a),  that  the  husband,  by  joining  the  wife  as  a 
co-plaintiff,  admits  that  the  property,  sought  to  be  re- 
covered or  secured,  is  the  separate  property  of  the  wife ; 
but  the  wife  appears  to  be  further  entitled  to  have  the 
amount  of  the  sum,  to  be  recovered  or  sepured,  ascer- 
tained by  a  proceeding  of  her  own,  independently  of 
her  husband,  and  the  party  sought  to  be  charged  is 

entitled 
(a)  Z  Mad,  474. 


74  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1838.  entitled  to  be  protected  against  a  subsequent  independent 
claim  of  the  wife.  And  in  the  subsequent  cause  of 
Hughes  Y.  Evans  (a),  Sir  «7.  Leach^  upon  the  authorities 
of  Griffith  V.  Hood  and  PawLet  ▼.  Delaval,  there  cited 
to  him,  stated  that  where  the  husband  and  vdfe  join  in 
the  suit  as  plaintifls,  or  answer  as  co-defendants,  it  is  to 
be  considered  as  the  suit  or  defence  of  the  husband 
alone,  and  that  it  will  not  prejudice  a  future  claim  by 
the  wife  in  respect  of  her  separate  estate ;  and  on  that 
opinion  he  acted  in  Reeve  v.  Dalby.  {b) 

It  was  argued  that  these  authorities  do  not  apply  to 
cases  in  which  there  is  no  dispute  between  husband 
and  wife ;  but  in  considering  them,  I  think  that  they  do 
not  admit  of  that  limitation,  and  it  is  necessary  to 
regard  the  interests  of  all  parties.  Not  only  ought  the 
wife  to  be  protected  in  the  enjoyment  of  her  separate 
property,  but  the  parties  also,  who  are  sued,  ought  to 
be  protected  against  concurrent  or  consecutive  demands 
of  the  husband  suing  in  the  names  of  himself  and  his 
wife,  and  of  the  wife  suing  by  her  next  friend.  If  such 
suits  were  allowed,  it  is  obvious  that  great  oppression 
might  be  practised  by  the  husband  and  wife  acting  in 
concert  together. 

It  is,  I  presume,  for  reasons  of  this  nature,  that  the 
Vice-Chancellor  has,  in  several  instances,  the  notes  of 
some  of  which  I  have  seen,  made  orders-  to  amend  bills 
filed  by  the  husband  and  wife  for  the  separate  estate 
of  the  wife,  by  making  the  husband  a  defendant,  and 
inserting  the  name  of  a  next  friend  for  the  wife  as  plain- 
tiff; and  in  the  case  of  Sigel  v.  Phelps  (c),  he  intimated  his 
intention  to  dismiss  the  bill  if  the  defendants  would  not 

consent 

(fl)  1  Sim,  4-  Stu.  1 85.  (c)  7  Sim,  239. 

{b)  2  Si7H.  ^  Slu.  464. 
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consent  to  a  decree.  And  it  is  for  the  same  reason  1838. 
that  I  bave,  though  I  admit  with  reluctance,  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  I  ought  to  allow  this  demurrer.  I 
say  with  reluctance,  because  I  think  that  suits  thus  con* 
stituted  are  of  familiar  occurrence,  and  I  am  aware  that 
many  decrees  have  been  made  in  such  suits  without  any 
loconYenience  arising.  I  think  also  [that  in  cases  in 
which  the  husband  and  wife  are  not  hostile,,  very  little, 
if  any  additional  security  is  obtained  tor  the  wife  by  the 
appointment  of  a  next  friend,  the  probability  being  that, 
in  such  cases,  the  next  friend  is  appointed  by  the  wife 
on  the  recommendation  of  the  husband.  If  a  bill  by 
husband  and  wife  for  the  wife's  separate  estate  were 
brought  to  a  hearing,  if  the  separate  estate  consisted  of 
a  specific  sum  recovered  and  payable,  and  capable  of 
being  secured  to  the  separate  use  of  the  wife^  I  should 
think  that  a  decree  ought  to  be  made.  And  in  many 
odier  cases  I  apprehend  that,  with  no  more  attention 
than  the  Court  owes  to  the  suitors,  effectual  means 
might  be  employed  to  ascertain  whether  the  suit  was 
carried  on  with  the  free  consent  of  the  wife,  and  to 
secure  the  defendants  from  any  further  claims  on  her 
gart  But  confining  myself  to  the  present  case,  in  which 
my  attention  must  be  exclusively  directed  to  the  state- 
ments made  in  the  bill,  in  which  the  objection  is  made 
by  the  Defendants  at  the  earliest  period  in  the  cause,  and 
in  which  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife  partly  consists  of 
a  sum  to  be  ascertained  by  account,  I  think  myself  bound 
to  give  efiect  to  the  objection.  I  therefore  allow  the  de- 
murrer; but  I  think  that  no  costs  should  be  given, 
and  I  give  leave  to  amend  by  striking  out  the  name 
of  Mr.  IVake  as  Piaintifi^,  and  as  next  friend  of  his 
infant  children,  apd  making  him  a  Defendant,  and  by 
inserting  the  name  of  a  next  friend  to  the  wife  and 
infant  children. 
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Jan.is.  NIAS  V.  The  NORTHERN  and  EASTERN 

Railway  Company. 

A  case  laid  HpHE  bill  was  filed  by  the  Plaintiff  on  the  4th  of 
wf^excepted'  ^^V  ^^^7,  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  con- 
in  an  order  tri^ct,  entered  into  by  the  Defendants  on  the  ISth  of 
ductioVof"  ^^y  1886,  to  purchase  of  the  Plaintiff  certain  leasehold 
documents,  prembes  situate  at  Islington.  ITie  Defendants,  in  an- 
considering  swer  to  that  part  of  the  bill  which  charged  the  posses- 
b^th^""f  sion,  and  requured  the  discovery  and  production  of 
sion  upon  the  documents,  said  they  had  in  the  schedule  to  their 
which"the^  answer  set  forth  a  list  of  the  several  books,  drafts,  ab- 
case  was  held  stracts,  letters,  documents,  and  papers  which  related 
leged,  but  ~  ^  ^^  matters  mentioned  in  the  bill ;  but  they  said  that 
expressing  ^y^^  cases  for  the  opinion  of  counsel,  and  the  opinions 
dissent  from  .  ^,.,  -iiii^in 
that  decision,  therem  set  forth  in  the  said  schedule,  had  reference  to 

the  matters  in  question  in  this  cause,  and  the  same  were 
submitted  to  counsel  after  the  several  matters  in  dispute 
in  this  cause  had  arisen  and  bore  reference  thereto,  and 
therefore  the  Defendants  submitted  the  same  ought  not 
to  be  produced. 

Among  the  documents  enumerated  in  the  schedule, 
were  a  case  with  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Humphrey^  dated 
the  12th  of  December  18S6,  Mr.  Humphrey's  opinion, 
and  further  opinion  on  the  abstract  of  the  Plaintiff's 
title,  dated  respectively  the  17th  of  January  1887,  and 
the  14th  of  February  1837,  and  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Law 
on  the  same,  dated  the  10th  of  February  1837. 

Mr.  Pemberton  moved  for  the  production  and  deposit 
with  the  clerk  in  Court  of  the  several  documents  enu- 
merated in  the  schedule,  including  the  cases  laid  before 

counsel. 
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counsel,  but  excepting  the  opinions.     To  the  produc-        1658. 
tioD  of  the  cases  laid  before  counsel,  as  distinguished 
from  the  opinions  of  counsel  upon  them,  the  Defendants 
were  entitled  on  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Raddiffe  v. 
Ftarsman{a\  which  was  affirmed  upon  appeal  in  the  and  Eastern 
House  of  Lords,   and  which  was  followed  in   cases     Company, 
of  so  recent  a  date  as  Preston  v.  Carr{b\  and  Vent  v. 
Pacey.{c) 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  James  Parker^  contrd. 

All  the  cases  and  opinions  enumerated  in  the  sche- 
dule are  protected,  on  the  principle  established  in 
BoUon  y.  The  Corporation  of  Liverpool  (d) ;  for  the 
Defendants  by  their  answer  say,  that  the  cases  were 
submitted  to  counsel  after  the  matter  in  dispute  had 
arisen  between  the  parties,  and  bore  reference  thereto. 
The  Defendants  do  not,  however,  in  fact  object  to  any 
of  the  papers  mentioned  in  the  schedule,  except  the  case 
and  opinion  dated  the  1 2th  o( December  1 886.  The  case 
ctBadcliffi  v.  Fursman  has  never  been  approved,  and  it 
has  been  repeatedly  held  that  the  doctrine  in  that  case 
ou^t  not  to  be  carried  further.  As  to  Preston  v. 
Carr^  the  authority  of  that  case  has  been  shaken  by  the 
subsequent  cases  of  Hughes  v.  Biddtdph  (e),  and  BoUon 
V.  The  Corporation  of  Liverpool^  where  Lord  Brougham 
went  very  fully  into  the  consideration  of  this  subject,  and 
said,  in  commenting  upon  the  supposed  right  of  caUing 
for  the  production  of  cases  laid  before  counsel  in  con- 
templation of,  or  with  reference  to,  legal  proceedings : 
<<  It  seems  plain  that  the  course  of  justice  must  stop,  if 
such  a  right  exists.  No  man  will  dare  to  consult  a 
professional  adviser  with  a  view  to  his  defence,  or  to 

the 

(a)  9  Bro,  P.  C.  514.     Toml.         (c)  4  Bun.  193. 
edit  W  ^  Mylne  St  Keen,  88. 

(6)  ir.^J.  175.  W  4  Ruit.  190. 
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1888.        the  enforcement  of  his  rights.     The  very  case  which 
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he  lays  before  his  counsel  to  advise  upon  the  evidence 
^'f,",'  may,  and  often  does,  contain  the  whole  of  his  evidence.'' 
The  •pj^Q  matters  in  dispute  between  the  parties  first  com- 
and  Eastern  menced  in  the  month  of  November^  and  the  case,  of 
(^pany.  ^^^^^  the  production  is  objected  to>  was  laid  before 
Mr.  HunqArey  in  the  following  month,  so  that  it  clearly 
falls  within  the  principle  of  protection  laid  down  by 
Lord  Brougham.  In  the  recent  case  of  Knight  v.  T^e 
Marquess  of  Wdterfbrd  {a\  Lord  Abinger  mentioned,  in 
the  course  of  the  argument,  that  it  was  by  his  ad- 
vice that  the  defendants  in  the  cause  of  BoUon  v.  T%e 
Corporation  of  Liverpool  appealed  from  the  decision 
of  the  Vice-Chancellor,  and  that  he  (Lord  Abinger) 
thought  Lord  Brougham  had  gone  too  far,  not  in  sup- 
porting privileged  communications  between  solicitor  and 
client,  but  in  refusing  protection  to  them.  And  in  the 
judgment  in  that  case  Lord  Abinger  says :  **  As  to  the 
decision  of  Lord  Brougham  and  the  Vice-Chancellor,  I 
should  say  that  the  statement  for  counsel,  which  they 
ordered  to  be  produced,  was  as  much  protected  as  that 
which  they  refused."  (b)  That  authority,  therefore,  would 
go  to  protect  cases  laid  before  counsel,  as  well  as  opi- 
nions of  counsel  under  all  circumstances,  and,  in  truth, 
if  opinions  of  counsel  are  entitled  to  protection,  which 
has  never  been  disputed,  it  seems  impossible  that  such 
protection  can  be  effectual  without  also  withholding  the 
statements  on  which  the  opinions  are  given. 

Mr.  PemberUm  in  reply. 

If  the  decision  in  Bolton  v.  The  Corporation  of  Liver- 
pool  went  too  far,  the  excess  certainly  was  not  on  the 
side  complained  of  by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  of  the 

Exchequer ; 

(a)  2  Yo.  4  CoU.  22.  (b)  Ibid.  p.  40. 
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Exchequer;  the  aberration  from  the  principles  reoog-        18S8. 
nised  in  this  Court  consisted,  not  in  granting  too  little     """^^^^^ 
indulgence  to  privileged  cooununications,  but  in  imposing  «. 

too  many  restrictions  on  the  right  to  discovery.  But  uqJ^^^^^ 
the  present  case  does  not  fall  within  the  principle  of  and  Eastern 
protection  laid  down  by  Lord  Brougham  in  Bolion  v.  Qompany. 
Tie  Corporation  of  Liverpool.  The  Defendants  were 
perfectly  content  .with  the  contract  which  they  had  en- 
tered into  with  the  Plaintiff,  until  the  line  of  their  rail- 
way was  alteredj  and  then,  when  they  had  no  occasion 
for  the  property  which  they  had  agreed  to  purchase, 
they  first  began  to  take  objections  to  the  Plaintiff's 
title.  The  production  of  the  case  laid  before  Mr.  Hunt" 
pkrey  would  shew  that  the  objection  to  the  title  was  a 
mere  after-thought,  and  that  the  Defendants  had  no 
just  ground  whatever  for  resisting  the  specific  perform- 
ance of  their  agreement.  The  case,  and  the  view  with 
which  it  was  laid  before  counsel,  are  parts  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's equity  in  respect  of  which  he  has  a  right  to  dis- 
covery. The  production  of  that  case  would,  as  the 
Plaintiff  insists,  shew  that  the  Defendants  are  unjustly 
attempting  to  rescind  their  contract  in  consequence  of 
circumstances  wholly  extrinsic  and  collateral  to  the 
contract  itself,  and  entirely  unconnected  with  the  ques- 
tion of  title.  This  is  a  matter  as  to  which  the  Plaintiff 
has  a  right  to  sift  the  conscience  of  the  Defendants,  and 
that  right  cannot  be  resisted  consistently  with  the  prin- 
ciples which,  with  the  exception  of  the  cases  which 
have  recently  occurred  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  have 
uniformly  prevailed  in  courts  of  equity. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

If  the  question  were  unaffected  by  authority,  I  should 
think  that  the  order  ought  to  be  made  to  the  extent  that 
is  asked;  but  having  regard  to  the  case  of  Bolton  v. 

The 
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1 838.  JTie  Corporation  of  Ld'oerpoolj  and  to  the  principles  there 

y^!^^^  laid  down,  it  does  not- appear  to  me  that  the  present 

o.  case  can  be  satisfactorily  distinguished  from  it;   and 

NoMTHBRN  ''^'^•te^cr  may  be  ray  own  opinion,  I  think  myself  bound 

and  Eastern  to  follow  that  authority. 

RaiTwRy 
CoinpaDy. 

I  do  not  concur  in  the  opinion  that  the  decision  in 
BoUoii  T.  The  Corporation  of  Liverpool  went  too  Ar  ia 
ordering  the  production  of  documents,  but  on  die 'con- 
trary am  inclined  to  think  that,  consistently  with  former  , 
authorities,  more  discovery  than  was  allowed  in  that 
case  might  have  been  given.  It  seems'  strange  tor  say 
that  justice  can  be  promoted  by  concealing  the  truth,  by 
suppressing  the  knowledge  of  any  fact  or  any  statement 
of  the  parties  which  bears  upon  the  question  (o  be  de- 
cided. It  is  often  easier  to  exclude  evidenoe  than  to 
determine  what  weight  ought  justly  to  be  attributed  to 
it  when  received:  a  bad  cause  may  suffer,  and  the 
evasion  of  justice  may  be  prevented,  by  compelling  the 
party  to  disclose  a  material  fact ;  but  the  object  is  not 
to  save  the  trouble  or  lessen  the  responsibility  of  the 
judge,  to  protect  a  bad  cause,  or  to  facilitate  the  evasion 
of  justice,  but,  if  possible,  to  do  justice,  and  for  that 
purpose  to  get  at  the  whole  truth ;  and  I  confess  that  I 
have  yet  to  learn  how  concealment  of  the  trtitb!^|ar 
hiding  from  the  Court  that  which  is  known  to  anjltof 
the  parties,  and  relates  to  the  matter  in  question,  can  in 
any  way  promote  justice. 

Conceiving  myself  bound  by  authority,  I  do  not  make 
any  order  for  the  production  of  the  case  of  December 
the  12th,  18S6.  If  the  Plaintiff  should  be  advised  that 
he  is  entitled  to  it,  an  application  to  the  Lord  Chan^ 
cellor  may  settle  the  qi^estion. 
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V 

BETWEEN 


18S6. 


MARY  ANN  COLYEAR        -  -    Plainti^ 

AND  ^J»  *•''■ 

The  Rt.  Hon.  MARTHA  SOPHIA,  Conntess  of  '^'  ' 
MULGRAVE,  widow,  The  Hon.  EDWARD 
PHIPPS,  The  Rt  Hon.  THOMAS  CHARLES, 
Earl  of  PORTMORE,  The  Governor  and  Com- 
pany  of  the  Bank  of  ENGLAND,  WILLIAM 
HENRY  SURMAN,  ANDRE  LIBERT  RO- 
MAIN  VIOLLET,  and  HARRIET  FRANCES 
his  Wife,  JOHN  AMBROSE  CLERK,  and  JU- 
UANA  CATHERINE  hb  wife,  and  EDWARD 
ROGER,  and  ELEANOR  his  wife ;      Defendants. 

(By  Bill  of  Revivor  and  Supplement.) 

BETWEEN 

The  same  -  -  -  Plaintiff, 

AND 

JONATHAN  BRUNDRETT,  and  FREDERICK 
WALLER        ...  Defendants. 


rilHE  original  bill  was  filed  in  the  month  of  October  A  father,  irim 
"■■     18S4,  by  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  one  of  the  four  JUJJj^^^ 
natural  daughters  of  the  Earl  of  Portmore,  against  the  ten  and  a 

Countess  i£fi^r 
an  agreement 
with  hit  son,  evidenced  by  certain  deeds,  whereby  the  father  covenanted  to  transfer 
the  mm  of  so,ooo/.  to  a  trustee,  for  the  benefit  of  his  four  natural  daughters,  and 
the  son  covenanted  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  father.  The  son  paid  some  of  the  father's 
debts,  and  died  before  the  covenant  on  the  pert  of  the  father  was  performed,  having 
by  his  will  given  the  whole  of  bis  property  to  his  father,  who  became  the  son's 
personal  representative. 

A  demurrer  to  a  bill  filed  by  one  of  the  natural  daughters,  and  praying  to  have 
the  agreement  executed  against  the  estates  of  the  father  and  son,  was  allowed. 

Where  two  persons  for  valuable  consideration  as  between  themselves,  covenant 
to  do  some  act  for  the  benefit  of  a  mere  stranger,  that  stranger  cannot  enforce  the 
ooveaant  against  the  two,  though  either  of  the  two  might  do  so  against  the  other. 

Vol.  11.  G 
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]^Sf6l        Countess  of  Midgravej  and  the  Hon.  Edward  Pkipps^ 


^         .the  representatives  of  the  Earl  of  Mulgrave^  who  was 
V.  the  surviving  trustee  under  the  settlement,  made  on  the 

Tm^ka^  marriage  of  the  Earl  of  Portmorej  against  the  Earl  of 
Portmore^  the  Plaintiff's  father ;  her  three  sisters  with 
their  husbands,  and  other  parties;  and  it  prayed  that  the 
Plaintiff  and  the  Defendants,  her  three  sisters,  might  be 
declared  to  be  entitled,  under  a  deed  dated  the  19th  of 
August  1818,  to  a  lien  on  the  personal  estate  of  Bramn' 
law  Charles  Colyear^  deceased,  to  the  extent  of  20^000/. ; 
and  that  the  Defendant,  the  Earl  ofPortmorey  might  ad- 
mit assets  sufficient  to  answer  that  lien,  or  that  the  usual 
accounts  might  be  taken  of  BrawnU/w  Charles  Cofyear^s 
personal  estate,  and  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the 
sum  of  19,350/.  5s.  9d*j  3^  per  cent  reduced  annuities, 
in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  formed  part  of  the  fund  on 
which  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendants,  her  sisters,  had 
such  lien ;  and  that  the  deficiency  of  the  sum  of  20^00<M. 
might  be  paid  by  the  E^rl  of  Portmorey  out  of  the  assets 
of  Brawrdaw  Charles  Colyear^  with  the  consequential 
directions. 

The  Earl  of  Portmcre  answered  the  bill,  but  died  on 
the  18th  of  January  1835.  A  bill  of  revivor  and  sup- 
plement was  filed  against  Jonathan  Brundrett  and  Fred" 
erick  Waller ^  his  executors,  and  the  original  bill  was 
amended.  The  pleadings  extended  to  an  enormous 
bulk,  and  it  was  ultimately  arranged  that  a  demurrer 
should  be  filed  to  the  amended  bill  and  bill  of  revivor, 
as  the  least  expensive  mode  of  determining  the  question 
between  the  parties.  In  pursuance  of  this  arrangement, 
the  Defendants,  Jonathan  Brundrett  and  William  Fred'^ 
erick  WalleTy  filed  a  general  demurrer  to  the  bill  for 
want  of  equity.  The  facts  stated  by  the  bill,  so  far  as 
they  are  material,  and  have  reference  to  the  questions 
argued  upon  this  demurrer,  were  as  follows :  — 

In 
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In  the  year  181(\  Tkamas  Charles  Viscount  Mikity*       1B36. 
ton  was,  under  bis  marriage  settlement,  entitled  in  po*-    ^J^^^^ 
session  to  a  rent  charge  of  500/.  a  year,  to  continue  v. 

during  the  jomt  lives  of  himself  and  his  father ;  and  to  o£^„^j^^[^ 
the  interest  of  5000/.,  and  also  of  19,3502.  5&  9d.  4i  per 
cent.  Bank  annuities,  to  continue  for  his  own  life;  and 
expectant  upon  the  death  of  his  father,  he  was  entitled 
fi>r  his  life  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  certain  freehold 
and  leasehold  estates,  and  to  the  dividends  of  88,48di.  9is. 
S  per  cent.  Bank  annuities. 

His  wife  had  died,  having  left  an  only  child,  Broamlom 
Charles  Cofyear,  then  an  infant,  who  under  the  same 
settlement  was  entitled,  subject  to  his  father's  life  in- 
terest, to  the  5000/!.  and  19,850/.  5s.  9d.  4  per  cent, 
annuities ;  and,  subject  to  the  life  interests  of  his  fiither 
and  grandfather,  Brawnkfrn  Charles  Cofyear  was  entitled 
to  the  38,488/.  95.  8  per  cent,  annuities,  and  to  certain 
estates  for  the  interest  limited  to  him  by  the  settlement. 

On  the  14th  of  March  1810,  Lord  Milsington^  by 
deed,  and  for  some  consideration,  assigned  to  Alexander 
Bruce  the  rent  charge  of  500/.  a  year,  his  life  interest  in 
the  5000/.,  and  19,350/.  5s.  9d.  4  per  cent  annuities, 
and  his  expectant  life  interest  inp  the  88,483/.  9s.  8  per 
cent,  consolidated  Bank  annuities. 

Lord  Milsington  bad  seven  natural  children,  the 
Plaintiff  in  the  present  suit,  and  three  other  daughters, 
and  three  sons. 

Mr.  Colyear,  his  only  legitimate  child,  attained  his 
age  of  twenty-one  years  on  the  4di  of  August  1817, 
and  in  the  fallowing  mouth  made  a  will,  by  which  he 
gave  the  whole  of  his  property  to  Lord  MUsington^  his 
father. 

G  2  Lord 
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'^DjSBT         'Xjord  Mikington  was  very  much  in  debt  md  Mr. 

'^^^!!^^!^^^'^    jDo^ar^  hb-  son,  had  considerable  property,  wbicbbe 

u^nV^W^^i  ^^rivod  from  hi^  maternal  grandfether,  the  Dakeof 

;^  In  ^ffgi«0^  1818,  lA>pd  MilsingUm  and  Mr.  Co^or 
centered  into  the  arrangement  under  which  the  Plaintiff 
.claimed  relieF.  Lord  Mibingtou  and  Mr.  Cdyear^  at 
4bat  time,  concurred  in  desiring  to  make  a  provision  for 
the  natural  daughters  of  Lord  MilsingtOHp  and  for  the 
payment  of  Lord  Mikington*s  debts.  The  indention 
was  to  make  the  sum  of  19,550/.  5s.  9^  4)  per  .ceqt 
Bank  annuities,  which  was  comprised  in  Lord  Miking^ 
UnCs  marriage  settlement,  and  the  interest  in  wbioh  had 
been  already  assigned  to  Mr.  Brucey  availabfe  as  a  pr^ 
vision  for  the  natural  daughters  of  Lord  MilsingUm  / 
and  for  that  purpose  Mr.  Colyear  agreed^  «t  his  QWn 
expence,  to  repurchase  that  sum  from  Bruce  oa:  his  as- 
signees, and  also  to  make  up  the  value  of  the  proiyision 
to  20,000/.  sterling. 

The  arrangement  was  evidenced  by  three  deeds,  all 
of  them  dated  the  19th  of  August  1S18. 

By  the  first  deed,  made  between  Lord  MihingUm  of 
the  first  part,  Mr.  Colyear  of  the  second  part,  and  the 
Defendant  fVtlliam  Henry  Surman  of  the  third  part, 
after  reciting  that  Lord  Milsington  and  Mr.  Colyear 
intended  to  treat  with  Mr.  Bruce,  or  his  assignees,  to 
repurchase  the  reiit-'oharge  of  500/.  a  year,  and  Lord 
Milsington's  interest  in  the  SOOOLy  the  19,350/.  5s.  9d. 
4. per  cent.  Bank  annuities,  and  the  S8,485/.  9s.  8  per 
•ioentb  consolidalted  Bank  annuities,  and,  if  that  could  not 
bel  eOected,  to  have  the  indenture  of  the  14th  of  March 
.LBIO  discharged  by  legal  proceedings;  and  that  Mr. 
CcfyiMir  should  pay  to  Bruce,  or  his  assignees,  the  <irt- 

ginaii 
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ginallonsideration  money,  and  all  arrears  of  the  annual        18S6. 
iittns  txid  all  costs,  and  that  Mr.  Colyear  shbuld  cfcve-    ^"^^f^ 
mmt  to  commenoe  and  carry  on  any  suit'fibf  tfao^  v.  ,. 

pirrpos^s;  and  recking  tliat,  in  the  event  of  soch  r&-  3^^^!^. 
purchase  being  made,  or  exoneration  being  h«d*by '^^,  J|^,^l/^^ 
Thomas  Charles  Viscount  Milsington  and  Brownlaao 
Charles  Cdyear^  of  the  said  Alexander  Bmce^  or  ^ch 
Mher  petBon  or  persons  as  aforesaid,  it  had  been  among 
other  things  proposed  and  agreed  that  the  sliid'Siini 
of  1^,350/.  Bs.  9d.  4  per  cent  consolidated  Bank  ati- 
mtitfes,  i^kMild  be  transferred  or  paid,  tc^ther  with 
a  flirther  sum  of  money,  so  as  to  make  20,000JL  of 
lawful  tooney  of  Ch^eat  Britain^  into  the  name  of  a 
trustee  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  provisiwi  for  Haf'- 
rvH  !Fi^nces  Cofyeen-j  the  wife  of  Andre  Libert  Romain 
Fi^lletf  Mary  Ann  Cofyearj  Juliana  Catherine  Cofyear^ 
the  wife  of  John  Ambrose  Clerks  and  Eleanor  Cohfear^ 
die  wife  t^Edwoi'd  Roger j  the  four  natural  daughters  of 
the  said  ITiomas  Charles  Viscount  Milsington ;  and  that 
Lotd*Mihtngi(m  and  Bramnlcrm  Charles  Cohfear  should 
accordingly  give  up  and  relinquish  their  respectite  in* 
terests  therein,  and  procure  such  transfer  to  be  made ; 
and  also  that  the  said  Brawnhm  Charles  Cofyear  sUould 
invest  such  further  sum  in  such  manner  as  in  the  in- 
denture of  arrangement  was  after  mentioned,  as  together 
with  the  said  sum  of  19,350/.  Ss.  9d.  4  per  cent,  con- 
solidated Bank  annuities  would  amount  in  value,  accord- 
ing to  the  market  price  thereof,  to  the  sum  of  20,000/. 
starling,  and  that  all  necessary  acts  and  deeds  should  be 
made,  done,  and  executed  to  efibct  the  transfer  of  the 
said  19,350/.  5s*  9d.  4  per  cent*  anmiities,  and  to  release 
and  exonerate  the  trustees  in  the  marriage  settlement 
of  Lord  Milsington ;  and  further  reciting  that  it  httd 
ako  been  proposed  and  agreed  that,  in  the  ev«fitof  ao6h 
repurchase  being  made  or  exoneration  being  bod  as 
dforesfltid,  Thomas  Charles  Viscount  MUsin^ton  should 
"!      M  Gr  3  reKnquiih 
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relinquish  his  life  interest  in  the  said  sum  of  38,4  AIL  9s. 
3  per  cent*  consolidated  Bank  annuities  unto  the  said 
V.  Brcramlofw  Charles  Cofyear^  so  that  the  said  Brawidow 

'^vSlcH!^.  Ckarla  Cofyear  might  become  absolutely  entitled  to  the 
same  immediately  on  the  death  of  the  said  WttSam 
Charlet  Viscount  Milsington  ;  and  that  it  had  also  been 
proposed  and  agreed,  that  such  farther  covenants  and 
agreements  should  be  entered  into  as  were  thereinafter 
contained ;  and  reciting  that  Thomas  Charles  Viscount 
Milsington  and  Strmmltm  Charles  Cofyear^  having  fiilly 
considered  such  proposals  and  agreements,  had  ar* 
ranged  and  determined  to  carry  the  same  into  efleet ; 
it  was  witnessed,  that  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agree- 
ment, and  in  consideration  of  the  covenants  and  agree- 
ments on  the  part  of  Thomas  Charles  Viscount  MUsif^ 
toHj  he,  Braamlaw  Charles  Cofyearj  did,  for  himself,  his 
heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  covenant,  promise, 
and  agree  to  and  with  Thonuis  Charles  Viscount  Mit- 
sington^  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  that 
when  and  so  soon  as  the  dividends,  interest,  and  income 
which  should  thenceforth  become  due  and  payable 
during  the  life  of  Thomas  Charles  Viscount  MilsingioHj 
in  respect  of  the  said  sum  of  19,350/.  55.  9d.  4  per  cent, 
consolidated  Bank  annuities,  or  the  produce  thereof, 
or  the  stock,  fiinds,  and  securities  on  which  the  same 
should  for  the  time  being  be  invested,  should  be  re- 
purchased or  be  exonerated  as  aforesaid,  he,  Brcnonlaw 
Charles  Colyear^  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
would,  at  the  request  of  Thomas  Charles  Viscount  Mil- 
singioftf  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  join  and 
concur  with  him,  TTiomas  Charles  Viscount  Milsington,  in 
procuring  the  said  sum  of  19,350/.  55. 9d.  4  per  cent  con- 
solidated Bank  annuities,  or  in  case  the  same  should  be 
then  transferred  or  carried  into  any  other  stocks,  funds, 
or  securities,  then  the  stocks,  funds,  or  securities  into 
which  the  same  should  be  so  transferred  or  carried  to 

be 
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be  paid  to^  or  transferred,  or  assigned  to  and  in  the        1^9^. 
Baiae  of  the  said  WUliam  Henry  Staiaan,  as  a  trustee     ^^V'^^t 
appointed  for  that  purpose  by  Thomas  Charles  Viscoun^  v, 

Milsington  and  Bramtdo^  Charles  Colyear  i  and  also  S^J^^*^^ 
tfa^  all  proper  and  necessary  acts,  deeds,  and  assurances  '       ' 

should  be  made,  dqne,  and  executed  to  make  and  effect 
$uch  transfer,  and  to  release,  exonerate,  and  discharge 
the  trustees  for  or  on  account  thereof;  and  aisp  that  be^ 
the  said  Bramkm  Charles  Colyearj  would,  within  the 
space  of  seven  days  after  such  last-mentioned  payment, 
transffsr  or  assign,  pay  to,  or  transfer  to,  or  invest  in 
the  name  of  William  Henry  Surman^  such  additional  sum 
in  the  4  per  cent,  consolidated  Bank  annuities,  as  with 
the  said  gum  of  19,350/.  B$.  9i.  4  per  cent,  consolidated 
Bank  annuities,  or  the  stocks,  funds,  or  securities  into 
which  the  same  should  have  been  transferred,  should, 
according  to  the  market  price  thereof,  be  equal  to  the 
sum  of  20,0002.  sterling.  And  it  was  then  agreed  and 
declared  between  and  by  the  parties  to  the  said  inden- 
ture, that  the  trustee,  William  Henry  Surman^  should 
stand  and  be  possessed  of  and  interested  in  the  said  sum 
of  20,000/.,  upon  and  for  such  trusts,  intents,  and  with, 
under,  and  subject  to  such  powers,  provisoes,  ag^ee- 
iTients  and  declarations  as  were  mentioned  in  another 
deed  then  already  prepared,  and  bearing  even  date 
therewith.  By  the  same  indenture  Lord  Milsington^  in 
consideration  of  the  covenants^  &c.  on  the  part  of  Mr. 
Cofyear,  assigned  to  Mr.  Colyear  all  the  dividends 
which,  after  the  death  of  Lord  Portmorei  would  thence- 
forth, during  the  life  of  Lord  Milsington^  become  due 
on  the  38,483/.  9^.  3  per  cent,  consolidated  annuities. 

The  second  deed,  after  reciting  the  above-mentioned 

deed  of  even  date,  proceeded  to  declare  the  trusts  upon 

which  William  Henry  Surman  should  hold  the  sum  of 

20,000A  when  it  should  be  transferred  to  him.     These 

G  4  ^trusts 

4 
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^?^: !      tru^t».  w0re'  for  tbe  benefit  of  the  natural  daughters  «f 
C^^^  i<>rd,  Mihingtoth  and  contained  provi$k>ns  for  ^ir  ■  ■ 
.  V. ,,        mainti^a^e  during  their  iofaoey,  *  and  oonfeefoplMed  > 
of^^q!^2!ytbeir  marriages,  which  marriages  were  pro¥ided  to  W  i 
withlheconsent  of  Lord  MilsingtandaA  also  of  Mir4  CSatv.  j 
ye^p;  andlhere  was  at  the  end  of  ibe  deed  a  ptdvisQ  ibaC  / 
it  might  be  lawful  for  Lord  Mikington  and  Mr,.  Colytar^ 
doting. iheir  JQint  livesi  by  any  deed  or  deeded  inatm^  f 
meat  or  instruments,  to  revoke,  and  ennuli  and  unake 
vcsd  all  or  any  of  the  trusts,  powers,  or  aulhoritiea 
thereinbefore  contained  of  the  said  trust  mouiea^  <&av  *oc 
a^y  of  them,  and  to  declare  any  new  or  other  tmsl% 
powers,  or  authorities  of  the  same,  which  thejr,  the- 
said  Thomas  Charles  Viscount  Milsifigionand  iBraaonhw 
Charles  Colyear^  should  think  proper,  ^^  so  as  the  same 
new  trust  be  for  the  use,  benefin,  interest,  or  seauril^  of 
the  four  natural  daughters,  or  either  of  them»  but  not  to 
deprive  the  whole  of  them  of  the  settlement  op  provision 
thereby  made,  and  intended  to  be  aoade." 

By  the  third  indenture,  made  between  Lord  Milsing^ 
ton  of  tbe  one  part,  and  Mr,  Colyear  of  the  other  part»  • 
after  reciting  the  former  arrangement,  and  reciting  that 
Mr*  Cofye^r  bad  advanced  a  considerable  sum  towards 
the  payment  of  the  debts  of  Lord  Milsingtony  and  that 
he  bad  agreed  to  enter  into  security  for  the  payment  of 
debts  to  a  much  larger  amount;  and  reciting  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  Brownlow  Charles  Cdb^ear^  out  of  the 
natural  love  and  affection  which  he  had  and  bore  to- 
wards TTiomas  Charles  Viscount  Milsinglan,  and  in 
consideration  of  the  due  and  strict  observance  apd. 
performance, by  tbe  said  Thomas  Charles  VLscoont  MU^ 
singUM  of  tbe  covenants,  conditions,  and  agreements 
coiitf^ined  ai)d  esqpressed  in  tbe  indenture  of  trust  of  ^ 
even  date^  tp  advance  the  money  necessary  to  complete \r 
such  repurchase  or  exoneration  as  aforesaid,  and  ^ucb 

sum 
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siAtt  tfP^bmnot  money  as  should  be  necessat^y  for  payu        ifiTJ^ ' 
ingt*  m&  disttfaai^ing  such  of  the  debts  of  ^tkofnas  *  ^"f^^^o 
CksHiisvVisisa^nt  Mikittgtan^  or  such  part  or  pfirt»' ' .       ''•V^^jx 
th«letf(r  #eeif»eeci«ely  as  were  immediately  pressing'  ^^^"^{^t^^^^ 
pa^iiibi]4^QtHl'idl3o  to  beoome  surety  ibr  Tkomus  CUai^i" 
Vy^MA^MU^i^dnf  or  ^^otherwibe  become  boMd,  fbt 
the^tt^^dyftftehU'of  the  saifl  debis  of  TTuma^OkwtA 
VkakLni  MUsihgt&nj  orihe  unpaid  part  or  parts  thereoP^  ' 
to^imkk'^f  Ms  erdditors  as   required  additional  se-^ 
cumj^  y  dtdd  ultimately  txi  pay  such  several  securities,  and ' 
tbe"ri*tt'>bmo<aR«  theredf,  and  all  interest  and  expenses  ' 
tbet^Mlj  trMti  such' securities  shotild  become  due  and 
arrtile  di  rimtiirity,  it  being  his  wish  and  intention  that 
alt'  ^'  sa)^  sum  or  sumd  of  money  which  he,  Brawn" 
loft  Ckaries  'Colyear^  had  already,  or  should  or  might 
palf  dy'advmi6e,  Ibr  or  cm  account  of  the  said  charge 
to'lh^ '^iA^Alejpander  Bmce^  or  the  said  several  debts 
oV'^fumaS'  Charles  Viscount  Milsington^  or  of  the  in* 
terest  or  costs,  charge^  or  expenses  thereof,  should  be 
solely  borne  or  paid  by  himself  BramnUm  Charles  Ccl^ 
year;  ^iM  also  i-eciting  that, in  pursuance  and  part  peri- 
formatice  iX  the  said  agreement,  he,  promihw  Charles 
Cofyear^  had  paid  the  sum  of  20,514/.  7^.  lOd.  in  part 
dis^Shafge  of  the  debts  of  nomas  Charles  Viscount 
MitslngMi;  and  that,  in  pursuance  and  further  per- 
formance of  the  said  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  said 
Bf&afnkn»  Charles  Colyear,  he,  BrmmlaiD  Charles  Col- 
ye/n*,  had,  together  with  Tiiom^z*  6%flfr/«  Viscount  MiU 
5iiig^bn,' executed  several  deeds,  bonds,  or  obligations, 
and  rh^de  and  signed  several  bills  of  exchange  and 
se^urfties'fbr  secnrihg  such  of  the  aforesaid  debts  of 
T/r&^s  Chafles  Viscount  Mitstfigiony  with  interest  for 
the 'battler  if  Was  witr^sed  that  he,  BHyWrdtyw  Charles 
Col^^A^'tdVendiltea   with    Thomtis    CbtiH^  VUcburit"' 
MatSkgtm'thatf  'on '  tondition  of  Viscount  Milsington 
fulfyitiny^'feilhfaByperfcrtiiitig  all  and  evefy  the  cov^  • 
i'>>  nants. 
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I896w        Dants,  dauaes,  and  conditions  in  the  indenture  of  trust 

^t^*V^^     of  even  date  on  his  part,   he,  BroaUffm  Charles  Colm 

9,  yeoTi  would  pay  the  several  particular  debts  therein 

Shortly  after  the  date  of  these  deeds,  and  in  JFebrumy 
1819,  Mn  Cobfear  died.  His  father.  Lord  MiUingUm^ 
under  his  will  became  entitled  to  all  his  property,  and 
became  bis  legal  personal  representative* 

A  sum  of  26,000/.,  part  of  Mr.  Colyean'^  estate,  h^d 
come  to  the  hands  of  Mr.  Surman,  the  trustee  named  in 
the  deed  of  arrangement.  In  November  1820,  a  bill 
was  filed  on  behalf  of  the  natural  children  of  Lord  Mil- 
sington,  praying  that  20,000/.,  part  of  it,  might  be  paid 
or  applied  upon  the  trusts  of  the  arrangement  of  the 
19th  of  August  1818,  and  there  was  also  a  prayer  for 
payment  out  of  the  general  assets.  This  bill  was  dis« 
missed  by  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  ongthe  1st  of  August  1823, 
on  the  ground  that,  by  the  deeds,  the  19,S50/.  5s,  9d, 
stock  was  the  fund  intended  as  a  provision  for  the 
natural  daughters,  and  that  Mr.  Colyeat^s  intention  was 
only  to  increase  that  to  the  value  of  20,000/.,  and  that 
there  was  no  sufficient  evidence  to  shew  that  he  ever 
appropriated,  or  made  his  general  assets  liable  to  the 
appropriation  of  20,000/.,  in4ependently  of  the  settled 
19,350/.  55.  9^.  stock. 

In  1825,  Lord  Milsir^ton^  having  then  become  Earl 
of  PortmorCf  commenced  proceedings  against  the  assig- 
nees of  Bruce  to  vacate  the  deed  of  Hth  March  1810. 
Ultimately,  in  that  suit,  the  deed  was  set  aside  (a)  as  an 
assignment,  and  11,362/.  Is.  Id.  having  been  found  due 
to  the  assignee  of  Bruce^  and  paid,  the  19,350/.  5s.  9d. 

stock 
(a)  See  The  Earl  ofPortmore  v.  Taylor^  4  Sim.  182. 
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stock  original  4  per  cent,  reduced  to  S^  per  oent,  was        1896L 

set  free,  and  was  standing,  at  the  hearing  of  this  deraurrery 

in  the  names  of  the  deceased  trustees  of  the  settlement. 

The  ]ast  survivinir  trustee  was  the  late  Earl  of  Mu^igoe^  '^'V*  Ounteas 

whose  representatives  were  the  two  first  Defendants  on 

the  record. 

Mr.  Tinneyj  Mr.  Khtderdey^  and  Mr.  Daoid  Jamet^ 
in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

The  agreement  between  the  late  Earl  oi  Portmore  and 
Mr.  Cciyear^  which  this  bill  seeks  to  have  carried  into 
effect,  was  an  executory  agreement  for  which  there  was 
no  consideration  either  valuable  or  meritorious,  and 
which  this  Court,  upon  principles  now  fully  established, 
will  not  execute.  Nothing  was  done  in  respect  of  Mr. 
Bruc^s  security  in  the  lifetime  of  Mr,  Colyear^  and  the 
foundation  of  the  arrangement,  therefore,  failed.  The 
Court  will  not  assist  a  volunteer  by  executing  an  im- 
perfect covenant  or  gift ;  thus  in  Colman  v.  Sarrel  {a) 
where  there  was  a  voluntary  assignment  of  stock  by 
deed,  -  but  no  actual  transfer  of  the  stock,  the  Court 
refused  to  interfere  in  favour  of  the  volunteer.  If  a 
trust  be  actually  executed  either  by  a  conveyance  of 
the  legal  estate  for  the  benefit  of  the  cestui  que  trusty 
though  without  consideration,  or  by  some  perfect  act 
constituting  the  trust,  the  Court  will  enforce  the  rights 
of  tlie  party  claiming  the  equitable  interest:  Ellison 
V.  Ellison  (6),  Ejp  parte  Pt/Cy  Ex  parte  Dubost,  {c)  In 
this  case  the  contract  is  not  only  executory,  but  purely 
voluntary,  there  not  being  even  a  meritorious  con- 
siileration  for  it,  for  in  law  a  natural  child  is  a  mere 
stranger,  and  in  this  respect  equity  follows  the  law: 
Fursaker  v.  Robinson,  (d)     Where  a  promise  is  made 

by 

(a)  1  r«.  JUD.  50.  (c)  IS  Vei,  140. 

lb)  6  Vei.6S6.  {d)  Pr.  in  Ch.  475. 


93  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1836.  by  one  person  to  another  for  the  benefit  of  a  third, 
"^^^^  ^  where  a  contract  is  entered  into  between  €ira  pe^Mtis 
.,  .9.. .  .  for  the  benefit  of  a  third  person,  and  that  Cbird  'petmta  4i 
MAa^t^.  a  mere  stranger  to  the  consideration,  he  is  oeitlMlrMkNr 
J  ...  .  •  nor  in  equity  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  pfonds^or 
agreement.  In  some  cases  where  thei*e  was  the  06n«idMr^ 
ation  of  blood  between  one  of  the  contracting  paifies  and 
the  third  person,  such  third  person  has  at  low  been  hM 
entitled  to  sue,  as  in  Button  t.  PooU  (a),  where  a  lather 
being  about  to  cut  down  timber  to  the  amount  of  lOOOiL 
as  a  portion  for  his  daughter,  the  son,  upon  whom  tht 
estates  afterwards  descended,  induced  him  to  refHain  fh>m 
so  doing  by  a  promise  to  pay  the  lOOOf.  to  the  daughtet^ 
and  an  action  having  been  brought  by  the  daughter  tog^ 
ther  with  her  husband  against  the  son,  it  was  held  tn  be 
maintainable  on  the  ground  of  the  near  relation  between 
the  father,  to  whom  the  promise  was  made,  and  his 
daughter.  In  that  case,  however,  the  Com^t^  !n  grnng 
judgment,  admitted  that  the  decision  would  have  h^m 
otherwise,  if  the  person,  not  a  party  to  the  engagement, 
had  been  a  mere  stranger ;  and  it  has  been  repeatedly  de- 
cided at  law,  that  a  stranger  to  the  consideration  cannot 
maintain  an  action  of  assumpsit :  Boume  v.  Mksmi  (fi), 
Craw  V.  Sogers,  (c)  The  same.principle  prevails  in  eq«Hty ; 
thus  where  A.y  a  trader,  entered  into  partnership  with 
J3.,  and  brought  his  stock  in  trade  into  the  partnership 
and  by  the  partnership  articles  it  was  agreed  that  the  joint 
trade  should  pay  the  creditors  of  ^.  named  in  a  schedule, 
it  was  held  that  a  separate  creditor  of  A.  named  in  the 
schedule  had  no  daim  against  the  joint  trade  under  these 
articles.  Ex  parte  Williams,  {d)  Lord  Eldon  in  that  cate 
alludes  to  a  case  in  one  of  the  old  reports  {e)  where  Aj  by 

deed 

(a)  I  Ventr,  318.  338.;   and  (d)  Back.  13. 

S  Lev.  2 1 0.  le)  The  case  alluded  to  is  GU^ 

(b)  I  Ventr.  6.  6y  y.  Copley,  S  Lev,  158.   - 

(c)  \  Sir,  SOS. 
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fkwd  cpi99imnted  with  B.  that  he,  jl,  would  pay  a  smm  '^<^«^^^ 
g)f  flmn^  Ip  C.  aBtranger  to  the  deed,  who  a&erward3  col»bab 
^ttpwytedl lo- nmintgin  an  action  of  oovenaat  again$t  ^;  -  juw^p^j^i  l 
iiiid^hi«I#pid$bii^ob5erVies,  that  whatever  might  be  the  ofMuLcaAvs. 
l«#.Atf<lbe.date  of  that  report,  such  an  action  could  cer- 
tain V)90t  be  supported  at  the  present  time.  In  SkUUm  v. 
Cketuffnd  (a)»  it  w«s  decided  that  a  covenant  in  majrriag^ 
ffirtidea  in  &vQur  of  a  stranger  was  merely  voluntary, 
and  not  suppprted  by  the  consideration  of  marriage. 
JjftJoimfon  v*  I^gard  (&),  which  was  sent  to  law,  and  upon 
which  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  returned  its  certificate 
hefora  Sir  WiUimn  Grant  pronounced  his  decision  in 
JSM9n  ▼•  Cfi^7xn/nd,  it  was  held  that  limitations  in  a  mar- 
riage settlement  to  the  brothers  of  the  settlor  and  their 
jsaoe  wer^.  vQluntaryi  and  void  against  purchasers.  In  a 
4:«se.]^fore  the  late  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland,  the 
pwn .  decreed  specific  performance  of  a  postnuptial 
.fgctemeDt  by  which  a  father  undertook  to  make  pro- 
vi^iiH^  JGemt  la  ckild,  that  being  a  contract  founded  on  a 
Qtexitocioufi  consideration  :  EUis  v.  Nimmo.  (c)  No  case 
:ha9>  hitherto  gone  so  far  as  that  decision ;'  but  it  is  inap- 
plicable to  the  present  case,  no  meritorious  consideration 
bcan^  raised  by  the  relation  between  a  father  and  his 
natural  children. 

Neither  can  it  be  successfully  contended  that  the 
Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  claim  as  a  creditor  against  the 
estate  of  Mr.  Cciyear  or  of  the  late  Earl  of  Portmore 
under  the  deeds  of  arrangement  between  those  pardes. 
That  arrangement  was  in  its  nature  executory  and  re- 
vconble;  and  if  the  Plaintiff  and  her  sisters  had  even 

been  ^ 

(a)  5  3ftfr. 249.  2\m.i  Ruti,         (&}  Turn.SrRuMi.%^\. 
fi96.;  affinaed  on  appeai  by  the         (c)  Lioyd  4r  Goold^  Zd^. 
Hoose  of  Lords.    See  cases  col- 
lected io  Lincohi*s  Inn  library, 
vol  xxv.  pt.  4.  p.  554. 
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U96»       been  creditors  for  valuable  consideratioD,  they  could  not 

^^"^^^^^    have  enforced  their  claims  under  instruments  of  this 

o.  descriptioo  to  which  they  were  no  parties :  JVaUwjfn  v. 

^mS^.  Cbiito(a),  Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale,  {b)     The  ar- 

rangement  was  only  to  take  effect  at  the  request  of  Lord 

MUsington ;  it  was  in  his  option,  therefore,  whether  he 

would  give  effect  to  it,  and  in  point  of  fact  that  request 

was  never  made* 

Mr.  Pemberion  and  Mr.  Wright^  cofUrd. 

If  the  defence  set  up  by  the  late  Earl  of  Portmore 
against  the  claim  of  his  natural  children  —  a  defence, 
involving  a  violation  of  obligations  which  ought  to  have 
been  binding  upon  his  honour  and  his  conscience  — 
be  nevertheless  such  as,  upon  a  technical  principle  re- 
cognised by  the  law  of  this  Court,  must  prevail  against 
the  Plaintiff  and  her  sisters,  the  Court  will  no  doubt 
deeply  regret  the  necessity  of  coming  to  such  a  con- 
clusion. But  the  law  of  this  Court  does  not,  as  we 
contend,  impose  upon  it  so  painful  a  necessity.  By 
the  instruments  under  which  the  Plaintiff  claims,  a 
trust  was  declared,  and  the  relation  of  trustee  and 
cestui  que  trust  so  constituted  that  the  Court  will  carry 
the  agreement  into  effect  The  stock  is  still  standing 
in  the  names  of  the  trustees  of  the  original  settlement, 
and  the  real  question  is  for  whom  are  they  trustees  ? 
We  contend  that  they  are  trustees  for  the  natural 
daughters  of  the  .Earl  of  Portmore.  Natural  children 
may  be  the  objects  of  settlement ;  and  where  an  agree- 
ment is  entered  into  by  a  father  to  make  a  provision  for 
a  natural  child,  either  to  save  the  honour  of  a  family, 
or  for  other  reasonable  cause,  it  is  so  far  from  being 
true  that  this  Court  regards  natural  children  as  mere 

strangers, 

(fl)  5  Mer.  707.  (*)  5  Sim,  I. 
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stnngens  that  it  will,  if  possible,  decree  a  specific  per-       1896* 
formance  of  such  an  agreement.     In  StapiUon  v.  Stapit* 
ton  (a),  where  the  fonndation  of  the  agreement  was  die 
illegitimacy  of  a  reputed  eldest  son,  Lord  Hardmcke  ^  j5|^,JlJ$* 
observed  that  the  two  sons  in  that  case  were  of  the 
same  Mood  of  the  father  equally,  though  not  so  in  the 
notion  of  the  law ;  *and  his  Lordship  did  not  consider 
the  natural  son  as  a  mere  volunteer,  but  decreed  sp^ 
cific  performance  of  the  agreement  on  the  ground  of  its 
reasonablensss  as  a  family  arrangement.     Hie  cases  at 
law  which  have  been  cited  for  the  purpose  of  shewing 
that  a  third  person,  not  a  party  to  a  contract,  but  for 
whose  benefit  the  contract  had  been  entered  into,  can- 
not sue  upon  it,  even  if  they  had  not  been  shaken  by 
more  modem  authorities  (6),  can  have  no  application  to  a 
case  where  relief  is  sought  upon  grounds  peculiar  to  the 
equitable  jurisdiction  of  this  Court     In  equity  it  has 
been  decided  that  a  person,  though  a  volunteer,  and  who 
would,  therefore,  be  considered  at  law  a  stranger  to 
the  consideration,  may  enforce  a  trust  which  has  been 
created  for  his  benefit,  provided  every  thing  has  been 
done  on  the  part  of  the  person  creating  the  trust,  that 
is  necessary  to  evidence  hb  intention  of  conferring  a 
benefit  on  the  volunteer.     In  Fortescue  v.  Bamett  (c), 
a  person  made  a  voluntary  assignment  to  trustees  by 
deed  of  a  policy  of  assurance,  for  the  benefit  of  his 
sister  and  her  children ;  but  he  kept  the  policy  in  his 
possession,  and  having  afterwards  surrendered  it  to  the 
office  for  a  valuable  consideration,  he  was  compelled, 
upon  a  bill  filed  to  have  the  trust  carried  into  execu- 
tion, to  replace  the  value  of  the  policy  for  the  benefit 
of  his  sister  and  her  children.     There  was  no  consider- 
ation 

(fl)  I  Atk.  3.  (c)  3  Miflne  i  Keen,36. 

(5)  Marchhigton   ▼.    Vernon, 
iBoi.J^  FuU.lOl.n, 
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ation  for  the  trust  in  that  case,  and  the  Ugd  title 
remained  in  the  grantor;  yet  the  Court  held  that  Ae 
g,  delivery  to  the  trustees  o{  the  deed  assigning  the  poli^* 

was  sufficient  to  complete  the  act  of  bounty,  and  to 
give  an  equitable  interest  to  the  calm  que  irmUt  entitling 
her  to  the  relief  prayed  by  her  surviving  trustee. 


afMiujoaAix. 


If  the  natural  children  of  the  Earl  of  Porimort  \ 
not  entitled  to  the  specific  funds  in  the  bands  of  tlie 
trustees,  they  are  entitled  to  come  as  creditors  against 
the  assets  of  Mr.  Colyear  and  of  his  father,  Mr.  Cobftor 
placed  himself  in  loco  parentis  towards  the  Plaintiff  and 
her  sisters,  and  the  provbion  made  for  themy  onder  the 
deed  of  arrangement,  is  equivalent  to  a  provision  in 
marriage  articles.  That  Mr.  Colyear  considered  he  was 
placing  himself  in  that  character  towards  the  natural 
daughters  of  the  Earl  of  Portmore  may  be  inferred  from 
the  stipulations  by  which  it  is  provided  that  they  should 
not  marry  without  the  consent  of  Mr.  Colyear*  In  Go- 
ring  V.  Nash  (a),  and  in  Osgood  v.  Strode  (b\  the  Court 
gave  effect  to  stipulations  in  marriage  articles  (er  the 
benefit  of  collaterals.  As  to  the  argument  that  the  agree- 
ment was  only  to  be  carried  into  effect  upon  the  request 
of  Lord  Milsington^  and  that  it  was  inoperative,  if  that 
request  was  never  made,  it  is  a  rule  in  equity  that,  where 
a  party  whose  consent  is  necessary  acquires  an  adverse 
interest,  the  Court  will  interfere  and  compel  consent. 

Mr.  Tinney^  in  reply. 


Aug,  5.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  facts). 

In  support  of  this  demurrer  it  is  alleged  that  the 
Plaintiff  is  merely  a  volunteer;  that,  being  a  natural 

child 
{a)  5  Atk.  1S6.  (6)  8  P.  Wm.  S45. 
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fskild^  her  daiin  is  footided  on  no  consideration  ehher 
^ahMble  or  meritorious^  and,  consequently,  she  is  en- 
•  tiliei  to  no  relief  in  this  Court.  V. 


It  is  Admitted  that,  as  between  Lord  MiUington  aad 
Mr.  Cotgear,  there  was  sufficient  consideration  passing 
from  one  to  the  other,  but  it  is  argued  that  it  was  in 
'dteir  power  to  pat  an  end  to  the  arrangement  when 
ibejr  pleased ;  that  a  natural  child  of  one  of  the  parties 
nnstbe  considered  as  a  mere  stranger,  and  that  the 
CMirt  w81  not  interfere  fer  a  stranger. 

It  is  further  argued,  that  this  is  a  bill  for  the  specific 
peHbrmance  of  a  covenant  upon  which  there  is  no  legal 
rights  and  nothing  could  be  recovered  ot  law. 

For  the  Plaintiff,  it  was  contended  that  the  deeds 
■lAomited  to  a  declaration  of  trust.  The  stock  was,  as 
it  still  is,  standing  in  the  names  of  the  trustees  of  th'^ 
marriage  settlement.  The  persons  equitably  entitled 
were  Lord  Mthington^  under  him  Brtwe^  and  in  re- 
maoider  after  him  Mr.  Colyear  and  Lord  MiUington ; 
and  Mr.  Colyear  agreed  to  redeem  or  get  rid  of  Bruce, 
and  then  to  apply  the  fund  for  the  benefit  of  the  natural 
daughters ;  and  the  argument  is,  that  this  agreement  is  so 
expressed  as  to  amount  to  a  declaration  of  trust 

After  the  most  careful  consideration  of  the  deed,  I  can- 
not think  that  this  is  the  effect  Lord  Mikington  and 
Mr.  Cobfear  expressed  clearly  tbaiv  object  and  intention : 
what  they  meant  to  do  in  the  event  of  the  fund  being 
repurchased,  and  what  Mr.  Colyear  should  and  would 
do  at  the  request  of  Lord  MiUington*  The  intention  was 
a«t  that  the  present  trustees  should  be  trustees  for  the 
Batural  daughters,  but  that,  in  a  certain  event,  Mr.  Col-- 
year,  at  the  request  of  Lord  MiUington,  would  procure 

Vol.  IL  if  a  transfer 
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1SS6.        a  transfer  to   Mr.  Surman  in   trust   for  the  natural 

^JlfV*^^     daughters;  but  the  whole  is  executory  and  nothing  con- 

9.  eluded. 

The  Coontess 

The  next  argument  used  is  that,  even  if  there  be  no 
declaration  of  trust,  there  may  nevertheless  be  a  right  to 
enforce  the  covenants  against  the  estates  of  both  father 
and  son,  inasmuch  as  the  son,  by  the  provisions  of  the 
deed,  and  particularly  by  the  stipulation  for  his  consent 
to  the  marriage  of  his  natural  sister,  had  placed  himself^ 
as  towards  them,  in  loco  parentis  ;  and  considering  them 
as  his  adopted  children,  there  may,  it  is  said,  be  meri- 
torious consideration  to  give  them  a  right  to  enforce 
the  covenants.  But  I  cannot  come  to  that  conclusion; 
and  I  apprehend  that  when  two  persons,  for  valuable 
consideration  between  themselves,  covenant  to  do  some 
act  for  the  benefit  of  a  mere  stranger,  that  stranger  has 
not  a  right  to  enforce  the  covenant  against  the  two^ 
although  each  one  might  as  against  the  other.  The 
misfortune  for  the  natural  children  was,  that  Mr.  Cb/- 
year  died  before  the  executory  agreements  were  carried 
into  effect 

Demurrer  allowed. 
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GODSAL  V.  WEBR  ^'837. 

1858. 

Tl  Y  an  indenture  of  settlement,  dated  the  3d  day  of      Jan.  25. 

'^'^  February  1808,  and  made  in  contemplation  of  a  Among  the 

marriage  between   Man/  Procter,    widow    of    Michael  tlemenL(the 

Procter^  of  the  first  part;  John  Martin,  the  intended  subject  of  the 

husband,  of  the  second  part;  and  Thomas  Brawn  and  being  property 

Henry  Fawke,  of  the  third  part,  reciting  the  will  and  ^'""*^  '*>  **>« 

sepsrAte  use 
codicil  of  Michael  Procter,  under  which  Mary  Procter  or  the  wife,)  it 

was  entitled  to  the  several  legacies  and  interest^  in  the  JJ,"  ^e^rul' 

testator's  real  and  personal  estates  therein  mentioned;  tecs  should 

and  reciting  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  that  an  i^ree-  of  assurencc^ 

ment   had   been   entered   into   between   the    testator's  to  the  amount 

nephew  and  Mcny  Procter,  to  the  effect  therein  men-  the  life  of  the 

tioned ;  and  also  reciting  that,  upon  the  treaty  for  the  ^^^^.  ^^^  *"" 

intended   marriage   between   John   Martin   and   Mary  premium  out 

Procter,  it  had  been  Agreed  that  all  the  real  estate  to  moMy^ring 

which  Mary  Procter  was  entitled  for  her  life  under  the  tl\e  life  of  the 

will  and  codicil,  or  by  the  agreement,  and  the  interest  n^i^edoP 

iriven  by  the  will  to  her  for  life  in  the  sum  of  4-500/.  \^^  assurance 
•  .  in  trust  after 

thereby  directed  to  be,  and  then  lent  at  interest,  in  the  the  decease  of 

manner  therein  mentioned,  and  also  the  sum  of  iOOi  ?*'®  wife  to 

'  ^  ,  invest  the 

S  per  cent,  consolidated  Bank  annuities  by  her  pur-  sooot.  when 

chased  as  in  the  indenture  mentioned,  and  also  the  arti-  pay^t^e  in*^ 

cles  ^^^^t  to  the 
husband  for 
liis  life,  if  he  should  survive  the  wife,  and  after  the  decease  of  the  husband  to  pay 
the  3000/.  to  such  person  or  persons  as  the  wife  should  by  will,  notwithstanmng 
her  coverture,  appoint ;  and  in  default  of  such  appointment,  to  the  persons  entitled 
under  the  statute  of  distributions. 

There  were  no  children  of  the  marriage,  and  the  wife,  having  survived  her  hus^ 
band,  and  beio||  unwilling  to  continue  the  payment  of  the  annual  premium,  joined 
with  the  survivmg  trustee  of  the  settlement  in  making  a  voluntary  assignment  of 
the  policy  to  her  cousin,  who  paid  the  annual  premium  during  his  life,  and  by  his 
will  appointed  G.  his  executor  and  residuary  legatee.  G,  continued  to  pay  the 
premium,  and,  on  the  death  of  the  as^^ured,  received  the  value  of  the  policy. 

Held,  on  a  Inll  filed  by  the  next  of  kin  of  the  wife  agaitist  G,  and  against  the 
executor  and  residuary  legatee  of  the  wife,  that  the  assignment  was  valid,  and  that 
G,  was  entitled  to  the  value  of  the  policy. 

Ha 
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cles  of  furniture  therein  described,  should  "be  vested  lA 
ThomcLS  Brawn  and  Henry  Fawke  upon  the  trusts  ^Sbet^ 
Inafter  mentioned,  it  was  witnessed  that,  in  pursuance'^ 
the  said  agreement  of  marriage,  and  in  condidefiltit^ii 
thereof,  and  for  making  a  certain  provision  for  Mtity 
Procter  during  the  continuance  thereof,  and  fbr  the 
nominal  consideration  therein  mentioned,  she,  Mdry 
Procter,  with  the  privity  and  consent  of  John  Marfi^ 
grante(f,  bargained,  released,  and  confirmed  to  TTt&fhas 
Brown  and  Henry  Fcnxikey  their  executors,  adminikCli^ 
tors,  and  assigns,  all  the  messuages,  lands,  tenetteh^, 
and  hereditaments  therein  described,  to  which  Mary 
Procter  was  entitled  for  her  life  under  the  said  wiH  atid 
codicil,  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  declared  dtereoT. 
And  it  was  further  witnessed  that  Mary  Procter  ^sA^A^ 
to  the  same  trustees  all  the  interest,  dividends^  ttnd' an- 
nual produce  by  the  will  bequeathed  to  M^ary  Procter 
for  her  life,  to  aris^  from  the  said  sum  of  45G0/,  thereby 
bequeathed  to  Thomas  Brawn  and  Henry  .Fb«)ti'^,'Upoh'die 
trusts  therein  mentioned,  and  all  the  articles/  oFfumtirre 
and  other  effi^cts  bequeathed  by  the  will,  upon  trust  that 
Thomas  Brawn  and  Henry  FowkCf  their  executors,  Scte.^ 
should  stand  and  be  seised  and  possessed  of  the  mes* 
suages,  lands,  and  other  premises  thereby  released, 
and  the  interest,  dividends,  and  effects  in  the  proviso 
thereinafter  expressed,  and  other  premises  thereinafter 
assigned,  and  also  the  said  sum  of  4002.  3  per  cetit. 
consolidated  Bank  annuities,  in  trust  for  Maty  Procier 
until  the  intended  marriage,  and  after  the  solemnisation 
thereof,  as  to  the  effects  mentioned  in  the  proviso  there- 
inafter contained,  upon  trust  to  permit  and  saflkr  Miry 
Procter,  at  all  times  during  her  intended  ifitermfO'riage, 
to  hold,  use,  occupy,  enjoy,  and  dispose  of  the  satee, 
and  every  of  them,  in  such  manner  as  she  should  think 
proper,  and  for  her  sole  benefit,  free  from  the  debts, 
control,  and  interference  of  John  Martin,  her  intended 

husband; 
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husband ;  and  as  to  the  said  sum  of  400/.  S  per  cent. 
ONl^lidated  Pank  annuities,  upon  trust  for  such  person 
OS  persona,  and  for  such  intents  and.  purposes,  as  Mary 
tPr^vter^  by  any  writing  to  be  signed  by  her,  and  attested 
by  two  or  more  witnesses,  or  by  her  last  will  and  testa- 
ment in  writing,  or  any  writing  in  the  nature  of  a  last 
wli]y  to  be  by  her  signed  and  published  in  the  presence 
o^rand  attested  by  two  or  more  witnesses,  should,  not- 
vifchsfanding  her  intended  coverture,  direct  or  appoint; 
and  as  to  the  dividends  and  annual  produce  of  the 
^id  400/.  5  per  cent,  consolidated  Banl£  annuities,  in 
de^Wklt  of  or  until  such    appointment   as   aforesaid, 
.and  as  to  the  yearly  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the 
'mesaeages^  lands,  &c.  thereinbefore  released,  and  the 
iotereat  and  dividends  thereby  assign^  of  the  trust  sum 
of  4500A,  and  of  the  stocks,  funds,  \>n  »M;urities,  in  or 
npdii  which  the  same  should  be  laid  out  and  invested, 
upon  trust  durkig  the  life  of  Maty  Procter^  to  pay  the 
^same  rents  a^d  profits,  dividends  and  interest,  unto 
SDch  {lerson  or  persons,  and  for  such  intents  and  pur- 
poses^ as  Mary  Procter^  by  any  writing  or  writings  to 
be  signed  with  her  own  hand,  should,  notwithstanding 
the  intended  coverture,  from  time  to  time  direct  or 
appoint,  and  until  and  in  default  of  such  appointment, 
into  her  own  bands  for  her  own  sole  and  separate  use 
^and  benefit,  ind^endent  of,  and  without  being  subject 
to  the  debts,  control,  or  interference  of  the  said  John 
Martm:   and  also  upon  trust,  in   case  Mary  Procter 
•  shoold  mfdte  any  savings  or  accumulations  of  the  rent 
and  dif  idends»  to  invest  the  same  in  manner  therein 
-  mstitiDned*    And  it  was  thereby  declared  and  agreed, 
.  tlttt  the  receipts  in  writing  of  Mary  Procter^  or  any  such 
(  her  appwHee  or  appointees  as  thereinbefore  mentioned, 
,  'shouUi  .notwithstanding  her  intended  coverture,  be  good 
^wkA  ^^nffieient  discharges  for  all  rents,  dividends,  and 
,.  .1...  H  %  other 

i)  >il|l  t'.ir       I  ..;1  \\ 
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I8S7*  ^  other  monies  to  be  paid  to  her  or  them,  under  any  of 
the  trusts ;  and  in  case  any  part  of  the  rents*  profits, 
dividends,  &c.,  and  other  monies,  or  any  savings  or 
accumulations  therefrom,  or  all  or  any  part  of  the  effects 
mentioned  in  the  proviso  thereinafter  contained,  or  of 
the  said  sum  of  400L  3  per  cent  consolidated  Bank  an«- 
nuities,  should  remain  undisposed  of  at  the  death  of 
Mart^  Procter^  and  there  should  be  issue  of  the  mar- 
riage, upon  further  trust  to  pay,  transfer,  or  assign 
the  same  rents,  profits,  interest,  dividends,  accumu^ 
lations,  and  other  premises,  unto  all  and  every  the 
children  and.  child  of  John  Martin  by  Marjf  Procter^ 
who,  being  a  son  or  sons,  should  attain  the  age.  of 
twenty-one  years,  or,  being  a  daughter  or  daughters, 
should  attain  that  age,  or  marry,  to  be  equally  di* 
vided  between  such  children,  if  more  than  one,  and  if 
but  one,  then  the  whole  to  such  one  child ;  and  if  there 
should  be  no  such  issue,  then  in  trust,  after  the  decease  of 
Mary  Procter^  and  such  default  of  issue  as  aforesaid,  to 
assign  or  transfer,  and  pay  the  last-mentioned  trust- 
money,  stocks,  funds,  securities,  dividends,  and  accumu- 
lations respectively,  to  such  person  or  persons  (including 
the  said  John  Martin^  if  she  should  think  proper),  for 
such  intents  and  purposes  as  Mary  Procter^  by  any 
writing  to  be  signed  by  her,  and  attested  by  two  or 
more  witnesses,  or  by  her  last  will  and  testament  in 
writing,  or  any  writing  in  the  nature  of  a  last  will, 
should  in  manner  therein  mentioned  direct  or  i^point; 
and  in  default  of  ^uch  direction  or  appointment,  or  so 
far  as  the  same,  if  incomplete,  should  not  extend,  to  such 
person  or  persons  as  would  have  been  entitled  thereto 
as  her  next  of  kin,  at  the  time  of  such  her  decease, 
and  such  default  of  issue  as  aforesaid,  under  the  statute 
for  the  distribution  of  intestates'  personal  effects,  if  she, 
Mary  Procter^  bad  then  died  sole  and  intestate,  to  the 

utter 
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utter  exdaaion  of  the  said  John  Martin.  And  k  was 
fiirtfaer  agreed  between  Mary  Procter  and  John  Martin^ 
that  the  said  TTunnas  Brawn  and  Henry  Faake  shoaldf 
within  two  calendar  months  after  the  solemnisation  of 
the  intended  marriage,  make  an  assurance  upon  the  life 
oSJdary  Procter  for  the  sum  of  3000A,  in  the  Equitable 
assurance  office,  and  when  the  assurance  should  be 
eflfected  in  their  names,  that  Thomas  Brawn  and  Henry 
Fawkcy  and  the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns  of  such  survivor,  should  an* 
nually  pay  out  of  the  said  trnst^money  the  regulated 
premium  of  assurance,  for  and  during  the  life  of  Maty 
Procter^  and  stand  possessed  of  the  said  assurance  in 
trust,  from  and  after  the  decease  of  Mary  Procter  and 
the  said  assurance  office  should  have  paid  the  said  sum  of 
dO(M.,  to  place  out  the  said  sum  of  SOOO^i  at  interest 
upon  real  or  government  security,  and  to  pay  the  interest 
or  dividends  thereof  to  John  Martin  for  his  life,  if  he 
should  survive  Mary  Procter;  and  from  and  afl»r  the 
decease  of  John  Martin,  then  in  trust  to  pay  the  said 
sum  of  SOOO/.  to  such  person  or  persons,  and  in  such 
way  and  manner  as  Mary  Procter  should,  by  her  last 
will  and  testament,  attested  by  two  witnesses  or  more, 
direct  or  appoint,  notwithstanding  her  intended  cover- 
tore  ;  and  in  default  of  such  last  will  and  testament,  to 
pay  the  said  sum  of  SOOOl.  to  the  persons  entitled  under 
the  statute  of  distribution  of  intestates'  personal  estate. 
Provided  nevertheless,  that  Mary  Procter  should  and 
might,  if  she  pleased,  in  and  by  her  last  will  and  testa- 
ment, give  and  bequeath  the  said  SOOO/.,  or  any  part 
thereof,  to  her  intended  husband  John  Martin  abso- 
lutely, if  he  should  survive  her. 

The  marriage  took  effect,  and  the  trustees,  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  proviso  in  the  settlement,  effected  a  policy  of 

H  4  assurance 
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U^J.       assmpat^  to  the  amount  of  30001.  on  the  life  of  Maxy 
w<i^^    Martin^  at  an  annual  premium  of  1442.  1S^»  bearing 
^^^.^      date  the  Ist  April  1808. 

John  Martin  died  in  the  month  oi  March  18 17^  leav- 
ing Mary  Martin^  his  widow,  surviving  him.  There 
was  no  issue  of  the  marriage. 

By  an  indenture  of  assignment  dated  the  8th  of  AprU, 
1817>  and  made  between  Henfy  Fowke,  who  had  sur- 
vived his  co-trustee,  of  the  first  part,  Masy  Martin  of 
the  second  part,  and  Philip  Godsal^  the  father  of  tb^ 
Plaintiff,  of  the  third  part,  reciting  amongst  other 
things,  the  death  of  John  Martin^  whoreby  the  in- 
tent and  purpose  of  making  and  effecting  the  said 
assurance  for  a  provision  for  John  Martin,  in  case  he 
should  have  survived  Mary  Martin,  had  determioed  and 
ceased ;  and  that  Ann,  the  wife  of  Philip  Godsalj  was 
one  of  the  sisters  of  Maty  Martin  j  and  that  Philip 
Godsalvras,  also  cousin  to  Mary  Martin;  and  that 
Maty  Mar/in,  in  consequence  of  the  decease  of  John 
Martin,  was  unwilling  any  longer  to  continue  the  said 
assurance,  and  to  pay  the  annual  sum  to  grow  due  from 
time  to  time  as  the  premium  for  the  same,  and  had 
proposed  to  Philip  Godsal  to  assign  the  policy  to  him, 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  which  Godsal 
had  agreed  to  accept,  and  had  accordingly  paid,  or 
agreed  to  pay  to  the  said  Equitable  assurance  ofiice  the 
sum  of  144/.  13^.  for  the  premium  thereon  due  on  the 
1st  day  ,of  April  then  instant,  it  was  witnessed  tba^  in 
consideration  of  the  premises,  and  also  of  the  natural ' 
love  and  affection  which  she,  Mary  Martin,  had  for  and 
towards  her  cousin  Philip  Godsal,  and  her  sister  Ann, 
his  wife,  and  for  the  nominal  consideration  therein  men-* 
tioned,  he,  Henry  Foxoke,  at  ^the  special  instance  aodi 
(  request. 
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request,  and  by  the  direction  and  appointment  of  Mary 
MartiUj  bargained,  sold,  assigned,  and  transferred,  and 
Mary  Martin  granted,  bargained,  sold,  ratified,  and  con- 
firmed unto  Philip  Godsal,  his  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  all  that  policy  of  assurance  granted  by  the 
society  for  Equitable  assurance  unto  Thomas  Brotam^  de- 
ceased, and  Henry  Tonoke^  for  assuring  to  them,  their 
executors,  &c.,  the  sum  of  SOOO/1,  to  be  paid  by  the 
said  assurance  office  upon  the  death  of  her,  Mary  Mar^ 
iin,  and  also«the  sum  of  3000/.,  thereby  assured  to 
be  paid ;  and  all  and  every  other  sum  and  sums  of 
^loney  whatsoever,  which  were  or  should  become  due 
or  payable  for,  or  in  respect  of,  or  on  account  of  the 
said  policy  of  assurance  ;  and  also  all  the  estate,  right, 
title,  &c.,  of  him,  Henry  Fowke,  as  surviving  trustee 
of  the  said  indenture  of  settlement,  and  also  of  her. 
Maty  Martin^  her  executors,  administrators,  and  as-  • 
signs,  to  and  out  of  the  same  policy  of  assurance, 
monies,  and  premises  thereby  assigned,  and  every  part 
thereof,  to  hold,  receive,  and  enjoy  the  same,  to  him, 
Philip  Godsal,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  as- 
signs, to  and  for  his  and  their  own  use  and  benefit,  and 
as  and  for  his  and  their  own  absolute  property  for 
ever, 

Henry  Fmoke,  the  surviving  trustee,  died  in  the  life- 
time of  Mary  Martin. 

Philip  Gadsal  continued  to  pay  the  annual  premium 
upon  the  policy  of  assurance  from  the  date  of  the  as- 
signment of  the  8th  oi  April  1817,  until  his  death.  By 
his  will,  dated  the  4th  of  April  1818,  he  bequeathed 
the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  son 
Philip  Lake  Godsal^  the  Plaintiff;  and  his  will  was 
proved  by  the  Plaintiff  and  Charles  Hatchett^  two  of  the 
etecotors  named  therein.     The  annual  premiums  paid 

by 
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1987*       by  Philip  Gadsalj  in  his  life-time,  amounted  in  the 
^^TV^    whole  to  the  sum  of  1446/.  10*. 
tiu 

W****  Mary  Martin  died  in  the  month  of  March  1835,  hav- 

ing made  her  will,  dated  the  2d  of  August  1834,  whereby 
she  devised  and  bequeathed  all  her  real  and  personal 
estate,  and  all  the  residue  of  the  produce  of  her  funded 
property,  monies,  and  securities  for  money,  and  other 
personal*  estate  and  effects  not  thereinbefore  disposed  of, 
to  her  nephew,  the  Defendant,  Edward  Humphrey  Brawny 
whom  she  appointed  her  executor,  and  by  whom  her 
will  was  duly  proved. 

The  Plaintiff  paid  the  annual  premium  upon  the 
policy  from  the  death  of  his  father  until  the  death  of 
Mary  Martin,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  1 157/.  45. ;  and 
upon  her  decease,  he  received  from  the  Equitable  As-> 
surance  Company  the  sum  of  6570i^,  being  the  sum 
of  3000/.  originally  secured,  together  with  3570/^  the 
amount  of  the  bonuses  which  had  from  time  to  time ' 
been  added  to  the  policy. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  Plaintiff  against  the  several 
next  of  kin,  and  the  executor  and  residuary  legatee  of 
Mary  Martin,  and  it  prayed  that  the  sum  of  6570/., 
received  by  the  Plaintiff  from  the  Equitable  Assurance 
Society,  might  be  declared  to  belong  beneficially  to  the 
Plaintiff,  or  to  the  next  of  kin,  or  to  the  executor  of 
Maty  Martin ;  and  that,  if  the  decision  of  the  Court 
should  be  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff,  the  Plaintiff  might 
be  declared  entitled  to  retain  the  same  for  his  own 
use  and  benefit ;  but  if  the  decision  of  the  Court  should 
be  adverse  to  the  Plaintiff,  then  that  the  Plaintiff  might 
be  declared  entitled  to  deduct  the  sums  of  1446/.  105. 
and  1157/.  45.,  being  the  amount  of  the  premiums  paid 
by  his  father,  and  himself  respectively,  with  interest,  from 

the 
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the  sum  of  6570/. ;  or,  if  he  was  not  entitled  to  deduct  the 
same,  then  that  the  executor  of  Mary  Martin  might  be 
decreed  to  pay  the  same,  with  interest,  to  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Pembertan,  Mr.  Barber^  and  Mr.  Walfordy  for  the 
Plaintiffi 

On  the  death  of  John  Martin^  the  purpose  for  which 
the  poh'cy  of  assurance  was  effected  under  the  proviso  in 
the  settlement  failed,  and  Mrs.  Martin  had  a  clear  right 
to  dispose  of  the  policy,  or  assign  it,  as  she  thought  proper. 
Upon  the  true  construction  of  the  settlement,  as  to  the 
whole  property  which  was  the  subject  of  it,  the  ultimate 
trust  for  the  next  of  kin  was  only  intended  to  take 
effect,  in  case  Mr.  Martin  should  survive  his  wife,  and 
there  should  be  no  children  of  the  marriage,  and  no 
appointment  should  be  made  by  the  wife.  The  right 
of  the  Plaintiff  in  this  suit  is  to  be  tried  by  the  question, 
whether  any  person  claiming  under  the  settlement, 
could,  upon  the  death  of  Mr.  Martin  without  children 
of  the  marriage,  have  successfully  filed  a  bill  against 
Mrs.  Martin  and  her  trustee,  to  compel  them  to  keep  up 
the  policy.  It  is  clear  that  no  such  bill  could  have  been 
sustained.  The  purposes  of  the  settlement  were  to  secure 
the  settled  property  for  the  sole  and  separate  benefit 
of  Mrs.  Martin  during  the  continuance  of  the  coverture, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  husband  if  he  should  survive  his 
wife  and  his  wife  should  think  fit  to  make  an  appoint- 
ment in  his  favour,  and  for  the  children  of  the  marriage. 
The  wife,  the  husband,  and  the  children  of  the  marriage 
were  the  only  persons  within  the  consideration  of  the 
settlement ;  and,  upon  the  death  of  the  husband  without 
issue,  Mrs.  Martin  acquired  the  power  of  disposing 
absolutely  of  the  whole  of  the  settled  property.  The 
power  of  disposition  given  to  the  wife  under  this  settle- 
ment must,  in  the  events  which  happened,  of  her  sur- 
viving 
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1837.       viving  her  husband  and  there  being  no  children  of  the 

^  iftnmrr      i*^^^^®>  ^e  considered  as  an  absolute  gift ;  attd  tbare 

j/>rf^o       'are  Strong  authorities  in  support  of  that  proposidon: 

y*JJ^  Halts  \.  Margerum  («),  Langhdm  v.  Nenny{b).  Id  the 
'ckose,  dh'ecting  the  tmstees  to  make  an  agamranoe  to 
-the  amount  of  800(M-  on  the  life  of  Mrs.  Martin^  there 
*  is  no  limitation  in  favour  of  children  of  the  marriage,  the 
object  of  that  clause  being  solely  to  secore  a  pronsion 
'for  the  husband  in  case  he  should  survive  his  wife; 
and  the  trustees  are  accordingly  directed,  in  that  event, 
to  invest  the  SOOO/.5  when  paid  by  the  assurance  office, 
and  pay  the  interest  to  the  husband  for  his  life,  and  after 
his  decease  to  such  person  or  persons  as  she  should  by 
will  appoint,  notwithstanding  her  intended  eovertune. 
The  power  of  appointing,  therefore,  was  confined  to 
the  coverture ;  and  in  the  event  which  actoally  hap- 
pened of  the  wife  surviving  her  husband,  she  acquired 
an  absolute  interest  in  the  value  of  the  policy.  The 
agreement  between  the  husband  and  wife,  upon  which 
the  proviso  for  eflfecting  the  policy  of  assurance  was 
founded,  was  purely  executory.  They  might  have^um- 
doned  it,  at  any  time  during  their  joint  lives,  by  directing 
'  the  trustees  to  discontinue  the  payment  of  the  afmual 
premium,  and,  on  the  death  of  the  hosband,  Mrs« 
Martin  was  at  liberty  to  keep  up  or  abandon  the  policy, 
as  she  thought  proper.  If,  however,  the  Court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  Mrs.  Martin  did  not  acquire  an  ab- 
solute interest  in  the  value  of  the  policy,  a  question  may 
arise  whether  her  will,  which  is  attested  by  two  wit- 
ne£;ses,  will  not  operate  ^  an  appointment. 

Ttie  Court  will  give  eifect  to  the  intention  of  the  set- 

'^tWment;  for  '^  the  intention  of  the  setdement,^'  as- was 

*  enijbhatfcally  observed  by  Lord  Thurlom^  <*  is  die.troth 

^'  and 

(tf)  5  Ve$.2d9.  {b)  Ibid. ^67. 
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*  •  ,         •TCBI 

^aDd  faMMwrof  tbecttse ;''  Woodcock  v.  72^  DiiJee  qfHorr 

'«^(fi^  Btim^  v»  «Aiy  (6),  JrundeU  y.  JrmdelL  (c)   Nqw 

•itivM  clearly  not  tho  intention  of  the  proviso  thb  set4^      *^^ 

sieDt»  that  the  trmt  in  favour  of  the  next  of  kin  should 

itaUe  effect  in  any  event,  exoept  the  event  which  has  not 

happened^  namely,  that  of  the  husband  surviving  the  if  ife* 

'There  is  no  trust  to  keep  up  t^e  policy  after  the  dealh 

of  the  hiusbandy  and  the  interest  of  the  next  of  kia  is  an 

.inteieat  given  to  them  after  the  death  of  the  husband,. if 

.he should  survive,  bat  not  after  his  death  in  the  lifetime 

i«C>tbe  wife;.     In  the  late  case  of  Hawkins  v.  Hcno^ 

kins  (4J),  where  property  was  settled  on  the  wife  and  her 

hnaband,  and  their  issue,  and,  in  de&ult  of  issue,  to  the 

wife's  next  of  kin,  and  the  wife,  who  was  illegitimate, 

-rdied  withottt  issuer  it  was  held  that  it  was  the  intention 

of  Urn  setlleinent  to  exclude  the  husband  only  in  the 

ctent  of  there  being  next  of  kin ;  and  as  there  were 

na  next  of  kin,  the  tide  of  the  wife  was  nnaffiscted  by 

•the  oltunate  limitation,   and  must  prevail  against  the 

^ciaim  of  the  Crowp.     In  Artmdell  v.  Jrtmd^^  where  a 

joimress  had  accepted  the  security  of  stock,  w:hich  be- 

came  defident,  in  lieu  of  an  annuity  charged  under  her 

-fldttlesicDt  upon  real  estate.  Sir  John  Leach  relieved  the 

joiutreaa,  even  against  her  own  release  to  the  trustees, 

beeause  it  was  against  the  intention  of  the  settlement, 

and  of  the  party  executing  the  release,  that  she  should 

receive  kas  than  the  full  amount  of  her  annuity. 

There  are  cases  in  which  trustees  liave  been  held  to 

be  justified  in  destrc^ing  contingent  remainders,  and 

«  have  even  been  directed  by  the  Court  to  do  sa     In  this 

case  the  €e5tui  que  trmt  and  trustee  have  joined  in 

I  assigUDg  a  part  of  the  trust  property ;  but  who  has.  a 

right 

(a)  3  Bro,  C.  C.S€9.  (c)  1  Myiue  4-  Keen,  316. 

{b)  4  Sim.  48.  {d)  7  Sim.  173. 
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if^I"  ^  right  to  complain  of  that  act?  Could  the  next  of  kin, 
who  are  strangers  to  the  consideration  of  the  setdement, 
have  filed  a  bill  against  the  trustee  for  a  breach  of 
tmst,  and  obtained  relief  in  this  Court  ?  The  authorities 
shew  that  they  could  pot:  Suiton  ▼•  Chetan^  {a)f 
Johnson  v.  Legard.  ifi)  If  the  agreement,  which  was  the 
foondadon  of  the  trust  for  effecting  the  policy,  was,  as 
between  the  husband  and  wife,  executory,  and  might 
have  been  abandoned  during  their  joint  lives,  it  follows, 
as  a  necessary  consequence,  that  there  could  be  no  ex^ 
ecuted  trust  fi>r  the  next  of  kin.  The  trust  in  their 
favour  depended  entirely  for  its  completion  upon  the 
keeping  up  of  the  policy  —-upon  an  act  which  the  cestui 
que.  trustj  who  was  the  only  surviving  purchaser  under 
the  setdement,  and  the  trustee,  concurred  in  declining  to 
perform.  The  next  of  kin  were  not  purchasers  under 
the  setdement,  but  mere  volunteers,  in  whose  &vour  the 
Court  will  not  interfere. 

Mr.  Spence^  for  the  executor,  who  was  also  the  resi«<« 
duary  legatee  of  Mrs.  Martin^  submitted  that  the  will 
of  Mrs.  Martin  would  operate  as  an  appointment  of  all 
the  property  of  which  she  had  the  power  of  disposing ; 
and  'that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  set« 
tlement,  the  value  of  the  policy  was  to  be  considered  as 
part  of  the  savings  and  accumulations  out  of  the  rents 
issues,  and  profits  of  the  estates  and  effects  setded  by 
the  indenture  of  settlement  The  Defendant  jBrowt, 
therefore,  as  personal  representative  and  residuary 
legatee  of  Mrs.  Martin^  would,  either  by  virtue  of  the 
appointment,  or,  if  the  will  should  not  be  considered  as 
an  appointment,  under  the  gift  of  the  residue  of  the  tes- 
tatrix's general  estate,  be  entitled  to  the  6570/.  received 
by  the  Pluntiff  from  the  assurance  office. 

Mr- 
(a)  S  ilf(rr.849.  (Jb)  Turn.  ^  Bun.  281. 
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Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Piggotlj  for  the  next  qf  kin.  1 8S7- 

It  is  settled  that  a  general  disposition  of  property  Goinux.  ' 
by  will  cannot  operate  as  a  testamentary  appointment,  Wuv. 
unless  there  is  a  reference  to  the  power,  or  an  apparent' 
intention  to  execute  the  power.  Maty  Martin^  by  her 
will,  makes  an  appointment,  by  virtue  of  her  power,  of 
the  sum  of  500/.,  and  then  disposes  of  hei^  own  residu- 
ary  estate.  There  having  been  no  appointment,  there-' 
fore,  in  this  case  of  the  SOCK)/,  secured  by  the  policy, 
the  next  of  kin  are  entitled  under  the  setdem^it.' 
Hiere  is  no  foundation  for  the  argument,  that  the  clause 
providing  for  the  assurance  on  the  life  of  Mrs.  Martin 
contemplated  only  the  event  of  her  dying  in  the  lifetime 
of  her  husband.  -  That  clause  contains  a  positive  direc- 
tion to  the  trustees  to  keep  up  the  policy,  without  refer* 
enoe  to  the  event  of  the  wife  surviving  the  husband,  or 
the  husband  surviving  the  wife.  The  trustees  are  to 
stand  possessed  of  the  assurance,  after  the  decease  of 
Mary  Martin^  upon  trust  to  pay  the  interest  of  the  8000^ 
to  the  husband  if  he  should  survive  his  wife ;  and,  after 
his  decease,  to  pay  the  SOOO/.  to  such  person  or  persons 
as  Mary  Martin  should  by  will  appoint,  notwithstanding 
her  covertnre,  and,  in  default  of  appointment,  to  the 
next  of  kin.  The  words  <*  notwithstanding  her  cover« 
tore,"  do  not  imply  that  the  appointment  was  only  to  be 
made  during  the  coverture;  but  mean  simply  that 
the  coverture  should  be  no  obstacle  to  her  making  a 
testamentary  appointment  The  trustee  was  clearly 
guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust  in  concurring  with  the  tenant 
for  life  to  make  an  assignment  of  the  subject  of  the 
trust,  over  which  the  tenant  for  life  had  only  a  power 
of  appointment  by  will.  There  is  nothing,  in  the  lan- 
guage of  this  settlement,  to  shew  that  there  was  an 
intention  to  exclude  the  next  of  kin,  in  the  events 
which  have  happened,  from  the  benefit  of  the  ultimate 

limitation. 
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]8S7.  limitation.  There  is  nothing  absurd  or  irrational  in 
that  limitation ;  on  the  contrary,  if  Mary  Martin  failed 
to  make  a  testamentary  appointment,  it  was  reasonable 
enough,  and  consistent  with  the  apparent  intention  of 
the  settlement,  that  her  jiext  of  kin  should  be  entitled. 
The  cases  oited,  therefore^  for  the  purpose  of  proving 
how  far  the  Courts  have  gone  in  giving  effect  to  the 
intention  with  which  a  settlement  has  been  framed,  caa- 
not  be  used  as  authorities  against  the  claims  of  the  next 
of  kin  under  this  settlement. 

It]  is  said  that  Mrs.  Martin^  upon  the  death  of  her 
husband,  acquired  the  absolute  interest  in  the  policy, 
but  the  language  of  the  settlement  affords  no  ground  for 
that  conclusion.     Under  the  trusts  of  this  settlement 
Mxs*  Martin  took  nothing  but  a  life-interest  with  a 
power  of  disposition  over  the  trust*fund.     In  Ander- 
son V.  Dawson  (a),   the  limitations  of  the   settlement 
were,  in  many  respects,  similar  to  those  in  the  present 
case.     By  that  settlement  it  was  agreed  to  transfer  a 
sum  of  stock,  the  property  of  the  wife,  into  the  names 
of  trustees,  in  trust  to  pay  the  dividends  to  the  wife 
for  her. separate  use  during  her  life;   and,  after  her 
death,  in  trust  for  the  husband;  and,  after  the  death 
of  the  survivor,  in  trust  to  transfer  the  same  to  such 
person  as  the  wife  should  appoint  by  her  will,  notwith- 
standing her  coverture ;  and,  if  she  should  die  without 
making  any  appointment,  and  her  husband  should  be 
then  dead,  then  in  trust  for  her  next  of  kin  according  to 
the  statute  of  distributions :  the  wife  survived  her  hus- 
band, and  conceiving  herself  to  be  the  absolute  owner  of 
the  stock,  she  filed  a  bill  against  the  trustees  to  have 
the  stock  transferred  into  her  own  name.     But  Sir  fVil- 
Ham  Grant  decided  that  she  was  entitled  only  for  life, 

with 
{,0)  IS  Fes,  539. 
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with  a  power  of  disposition  by  will,  and  dismissed  the       18S7. 
bill 

The  trust,  created  by  the  proviso  for  effecting  the 
assurance,  was  not  executory,  but  a  trust  executed  in 
the  trustees,  the  parties  creating  the  trust  having  di- 
vested themselves  of  all  control  over  the  subject  of  it^ 
and  no  act  requiring  to  be  done,  on  their  part,  in  order  to 
oon^lete  the  execution  of  the  trust.  The  trust  being 
created,  the  trustees  were  bouild  to  continue  the  payment 
of  the  premium  out  of  the  settled  funds  for  the  benefit  of 
the  ceshds  que  trust.  Where  no  act  is  wanting  on  the 
part  of  one  person  making  or  directing  a  declaration  of 
Crost  for  the  benefit  of  another,  the  trust  is  executed,  and 
the  person  in  whose  favour  it  is  so  executed,  though  a 
▼dnnteer,  may  obtain  the  benefit  of  it  in  this  Court ;  but 
where  the  act  by  which  the  trust  is  attempted  to  be 
created  is  imperfect,  or  any  thing  is  wanting  to  complete 
the  legal  title  of  the  trustee — in  other  words,  where  the 
trust  is  executory,  the  Court  will  give  no  assistance  to  a 
volunteer.  This  distinction  is  well  established  by  the 
authorities.  Thus  in  Ex  parte  Pye^  Ex  parte  Dubost  (a), 
a  power  of  attorney  sent  to  an  agent  abroad  to  transfer  a 
French  annuity  to  A*  was  held  to  be  a  complete  declar- 
adon  of  trust  for  the  benefit  of  A.^  though  the  annuity 
was  not  actually  transferred,  because  the  person  creating 
the  trust  had  done  every  act  in  his  power  to  complete  it 
So  m  WheaOey  v.  Purr  (&),  a  direction  by  ^.  to  her  banker 
to  carry  a  sum  to  an  account  in  the  joint  names  of  A. 
as  trustee  for  certain  persons,  and  of  those  persons,  was 
held  to  be  a  complete  declaration  of  trust  But  where  the 
party  creating  a  trust  for  the  benefit  of  a  volunteer  does 
not  put  the  trust-fund  completely  out  of  his  control,  as 
in  the  late  case  of  Cdyear  v.  The  Countess  of  Mulgrave  {e\ 

where 

{a)  18  r«t.  140.  {jb)  1  Keen^  SSI.  (c)  n^rtk,  p.  8 1 . 

Vol.  II.  / 
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ISS^.  where  a  father  and  son  entered  into  an  agreearant^  which 
was  held  to  be  executory,  to  make  a  provision  for  the 
natarai  daughters  of  the  father,  the  Court  will  not  assist 
the' volunteer.  If  the  trust  is  executed,  no  consider- 
ation is  essential,  and  the  Court  will  execute  it  though 
Voluntary :  Shane  ▼.  Cadogan.  (a)  The  cases  which 
have  been  cited,  therefore,  for  the  purpose  of  shewing 
that  the  next  of  kin  are  strangers  to  the  consideration  of 
the  settlement,  are  inapplicable.  If  the  trust  is  created, 
it  is  not  necessary  that  they  should  be  within  the  tnal^ 
riage  consideration.  The  want  of  consideration  will 
not  afiect  their  rights  in  this  Court  under  the  execwted 
trust,  nor  would  it  even  afifect  their  title  as  against  sub- 
sequent purchasers,  because  the  statute  of  Elizabeth  does 
not  extend  to  personal  estate.  As  to  the  premiums  paid 
by  the  Plaintiff  since  the  assignment  by  Mary  Martin,  he 
is  entitled  to  be  indemnified  either  by  the  trustee,  who 
concurred  in  making  the  assignment,  or  by  the  personal 
representative  of  Ma^y  Martin. 

Mr.  Pemberton,  in  reply. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  next  of  kin  are  not  purchasers 
within  the  marriage  consideration,  but  mere  volunteers 
under  the  settlement.  Unless,  therefore,  the  Court 
shall  be  of  opinion  that  it  was  the  intention  of  Mrs. 
Martin  to  bind  herself  to  pay  an  annual  premium  of 
140/.,  after  the  failure  of  all  the  purposes  for  which  the 
policy  was  effected,  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  decree 
in  his  favour.  According  to  the  argument  of  the  other 
side,  the  intention  of  the  settlement  must  prevail,  and, 
if  so  improbable  an  intention  cannot  be  reasonably  im- 
puted to  Mrs.  Martin,  the  claim  of  the  next  of  kin  fails. 
Admitting  that  the  right  of  a  volunteer  to  enforce  a 

trust 

fa)  Sugd,  V,  4r  P'  voKii.  p.  380.  9th  edit 


On  the  following  day,  Mr.  Ttntiej/  mentioned  Jbr- 
iescu^  Vt  Bamett  (a),  which  he  had  omitted  to  cite  in 
his  argument,  as  a  case  shewing  that  a  trust,  created  by 
a  voluntary  assignment  of  a  policy  of  assurance  upon 
Ihe  life  of  an  individual,  was  completely   within  the 

doctrine, 
(a)  3  Mi^ne  Sp  Keen,  36. 
/2 
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tni6t  ui  this  Court  will  depend  upon  the  question  whe-  1647* 
dier  the  trust  is  completely  constituted,  or  is  in  its 
aatare  imperfect  and  executory  —  though  the  distinction 
insisted  upon  for  the  Defendants  requires  qualification 
< — can  any  thing  IW  more  incomplete  and  executory 
than  the  attempt  to  constitute  a  trust  by  the  effecting  of 
a  policy  of  assurance  upon  the  life  of  an  individual  ? 
'In  ihe  very  outset  it  is  open  to  this  contingency,  that  the 
fiffice  may  refuse  to  accept  the  assurance.  Supposing 
-Ihe  proposal  to  the  office  upon  the  given  life  to  be  made 
by  the  trustees  and  accepted,  there  is  the  liability  from 
'year  to  year  of  the  policy  being  avoided  by  an  omission 
to  pay  the  premium  ^  If,  on  the  decease  of  the  person 
whose  life  is  assured,  the  amount  of  the  policy  be  paid, 
as  in  this  instance^  without  opposition  by  the  assurance 
office^  the  next  step  required  by  the  trusts  of  this  set- 
tlemeot  is,  that  the  trustees  shall  invest,  in  government 
stock,  the  sum  received  from  the  assurance  office. 
That  step  has  not  been  taken,  because  the  trustee,  be- 
fore the  period  arrived  for  taking  it,  concurred  with 
the  only  person  who  had  a  valuable  interest  in  the 
trusts  of  the  settlement  in  parting  with  the  policy.  It 
seems  impossible  to  contend  successfully  that  such  a 
trust  as  this  can  be  other  than  an  incomplete  and  ex* 
ecutory  trust ;  and,  if  executory^  the  next  of  kin,  who 
are  admitted  to  be  mere  volunteers,  cannot  call  upon  the 
Court  to  carry  it  into  execution. 
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J^C(S7.  doctriney  laid  down  by  the  Courts^  with  rdferenceto  ^« 
ecuted  trusts^  In  that  case,  a  person  made  a  volynj^j^ 
assignment  to  trustees,  by  deed,  of  a  policy  of  assurance 
upon  his  own  life»  for  the  benefit  of  his  sister  and  her 
children.  The  deed  was  delivered  to  the  trustees,  but 
the  policy  remained  in  the  possession  of  the  grantor, 
who  afterwards  surrendered  it  for  valuable  consider-* 
ation  to  the  assurance  office.  Upon  a  bill,  filed  by 
the  surviving  trustee,  it  was  held  that  the  grantor  wns 
bound  to  replace  the  value  of  the  policy  and  the  bo^ua^ 
which  had  accrued  upon  it,  upon  the  ground  that,,  on 
the  delivery  of  the  deed,  no  act  remained  lo  be  dope 
by  the  grantor  to  give  efiect  to  the  assignment  of  the 
policy. 

Mr.  Pemberian  observed  that,  in  the  recent  case,  of 
Edwards  v.  Jones  (a),  the  present  Lord  Chancellor  to^k 
occasion  to  make  some  observations  on  the  ca^e  of 
FarUscue  v.  Bameti;  and,  though  he  expressed  t^s  ap- 
quiescence  in  the  principle  upon  which  tha^cas^.ivas 
decided,  it  was  clear  that  his  Lordship  entertained  great 
doubt  whether,  upon  the  circumstances  of  that  tase. 
Sir  John  Leach  came  to  a  right  conclusion*  ^  Whe- 
ther," said  Lord  Cottenham^  *<  upon  the  circumstances 
of  that  case,  it  was  right  or  wrong  to  come  to  that  con* 
elusion,  is  a  question  with  which  I  have  nothing  to  do. 
The  principle  of  the  decision  b  quite  ocmsistent  with 
the  other  cases ;  /or  it  proceeds  upon  the  same  ground, 
namely,  that,  if  the  transaction  is  complete,  the  Court 
will  give  it  effect."  In  Edwards  v.  Jones  the  obligee 
of  a  bond  signed  a  memorandum,  indorsed  upon  the 
bond,  purporting  to  be  a  voluntary  assignment  of  the 
bond  to  a  person  to  whom  the  bond  was  at  the  same 
time  delivered.     The  Lord  Chancellor,  affirming  the 

decision 

(a)  I  Mylne  ^  Crmg^  SS6. 
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^decision  of  the  Vioe-Chanoellor,  was  of  opinion  that  the       T^^ 
gift  was  incomplete.  ^T"^^^ 


Ihe  Masar  ^  the  Rolls.  J  ^ss. 

The  bm  in  this  cause  calls  upon  the  Court  to  declare 
to  whom  a  sum  of  6570/.,  received  by  the  Plaintiff  from 
the  Equitable  Assurance  Office,  belongs.  It  is  claimed 
by  the  Plaintiff,  by  the  next  of  kin  of  Mary  Martin^ 
'Bbeeas^d,  and  by  her  legal  personal  representative  and 
^i^duary  legatee,  under  the  following  circumstances : — 

Michael  Procter^  the  6r8t  husband  of  Moiy  Martin^ 
devised  and  bequeathed  certain  real  and  personal  es» 
'tates  'to  her  for  her  life.  Being  entitled  to  this  life- 
Interest,  and  also  to  a  sum  of  400/.  5  per  cent  annuities, 
she  executed  a  settlement  in  contemplation  of  a  marriage, 
afterwards  solemnised,  with  John  Martin.  (His  Lord- 
ship stated  the  settlement) 

There  was  no  issue  of  the  marriage;  and,  in  March 
1817,  John  Martin  died,  leaving  Maty  Martin^  his 
widow,  surviving  him,  and,  soon  afterwards,  with  the 
concurrence  of  Mr.  Famkcj  the  surviving  trustee,  she 
disposed  of  the  policy  to  her  cousin,  Mr.  Philip  Godsalf 
the  Plaintiff's  father ;  and  by  an  indenture  of  assign- 
ment, dated  the  8th  day  of  April  1817,  and  made 
y  between  Fcwke  of  the  first  part.  Maty  Martin  of  the 
second  part,  and  Philip  Godsal  of  the  third  part,  after 
reciUng  the  settlement,  the  marriage,  the  effecting  the 
policy,  and  the  death  of  John  Martin^  •<  whereby,"  as 
it  is  stated,  "the  intent  and  purpose  of  making  and 
effecting  the  assurance  for  a  provision  for  the  said  John 
Martin,  in  case  he  should  have  survived  the  said  Mary 
Martin,  hath  determined  and  ceased;"  that  the  wife 
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isss: 


GODSAL 


of  Mr.  Godsal  was  her  sister,  and  Mr.  Gddsal  biiiiEMSr 
her  cousin ;  and  that,  in  consequence  of  the  decease  oP< 
John  Martin,  Mary  Martin  was  unwilling  to  contiirtie' 
the  assurance,  and  pay  the  annual  sum  to  grow  dxie 
from  time  to  time  as  the  premium  for  the  same,  and 
had  proposed  to  Godsal  to  cause  the  policy  to  be  as- 
signed to  him,  which  be  had  agreed  to  accept;  it  was 
witnessed  that,  for  the  consideratibns  therein  mentioned, 
JPormkcy  at  the  request  of  Mary  Martin,  assigned  the 
policy  to  Philip  Godsal, 


Under  this  assignment,  Mr.  Godsal  possessed  th^ 
policy,  and  during  his  life  he  continued  to  pay  the  pre«' 
mium.  He  died  in  1826,  having  made  the  Phiintiflr 
^who  is  now  his  legal  personal  representatrre)  his  re- 
siduary legatee.  The  Plaintiff  continued  to  pay  the 
premium  till  the  death  of  Mrs.  Martin,  which  happened 
in  1805;  and,  after  her  death,  he  received  the  sum  of 
SSItOl.,  as  the  sum  due  on  the  policy,  conceiving  it  to 
be  his  own ;  but,  a  doubt  being  suggested  whether  d^ere' 
was  not  a  trust  of  the  policy  for  the  next  of  kin  of  Mrs. 
Martin,  he  gave  notice  to  them  and  her  executors,  and 
he  has  filed  this  bill  to  have  the  right  declared. 


For  the  Plaintiff  it  is  alleged  that,  after  the  death  of 
Mrs.  Martin,  the  only  object  for  which  the  assurance 
was  made  (namely,  a  provision  for  Mr.  Martin  for  his 
life  if  he  survived  her)  ceased ;  that  payment  of  the  pre^ 
mium,  by  which  the  assurance  was  kept  up,  was  the 
result  or  consequence  of  a  mere  agreement  between  the 
husband  and  wife,  which  they  might  have  abandoned 
during  their  joint  lives,  if  they  had  thought  fit ;  that^ 
after  the  death  of  the  husband,  the  wife  was  at  liberty 
to  keep  up  or  abandon  the  policy  at  her  pleasure ;  that, 
in  fact,  she  was  unwilling  to  keep  it  up ;  and  having  a 
right  to  discontinue  payment  of  the  premium,  and  thus 
)  .    .  abandon 
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abniidoii  the  policy^  she  had  also  a  right  to  as^^olhe  183fiu 

policy  to  Mr.  Godsalj  and  give  him  the  opportuuity,  ^"?^*^"^^ 

if  he  thought  fit,  to  keep  up  the  policy  for  his  own  «. 

benefit.  ^^^ 

For  the  next  of  kin  it  was  allured,  that  the  settlement 
contains  an  absolute  declaration  of  trust  for  them,  sub^ 
jeqt  only  to  the  power  which  Mrs.  Martin  had,  but  did, 
not  exercise,  to  dispose  of  the  money  due  on  the  policy 
by  will ;  that,  after  the  death  of  Mr.  Martin^  the  trus* 
tees  were  bound  to  apply  a  sufficient  part  of  the  income 
of  the  trust,  fupds  in  paying  the  annual  premium,  and 
that  the  neglect  to  do  so  was  a  breach  of  trust;  and  on 
these  gnounds  they  claim  the  whole  money  paid  on  the 
poUi^,  without  allowing  any  thing  for  the  premimus  paid. 

.  For.the  personal  representative  and  residuary  legatee 
it  is  alleged^  that  the  will  of  Mrs.  Martin  may  be  so  con- 
strued as  to  amount  to  an  appointment  of  the  money ; 
OE,  if  np^  yet  the  money  may  be  considered  as  part  of 
her  general  personal  estate  passing  by  her  will. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  policy  cannot  be  considered 
as  appointed  by  the  will  of  Mrs.  Martin^  or  as  forming 
part  of  her  general  estate*  The  question  appears  to  me 
U>  be  entirely  between  the  Plaintifi^  and  the  next  of  kin 
of  Mrs.  Afor^^. 

The  only  professed  object  of  the  settlement  in  th^ 
recitals,  is  to  secure  the  property  of  Mrs.  Martin  for 
her  sole  use  and  separate  benefit,  and  to  make  a  certain 
provision  for  her  during  the  continuance  of  the  cover- 
ture; and  it  was  for  that  object  alone  that  she  professed 
to  assign  the  trust  property  to  the  trustees.  But  the 
provision  as  to  the  policy  shews  that,  besides  that 
object,  she  also  intended  to  make  a  provision  for  her 

/  4  husband 
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188g.  ,  huj^apd  i£  he  survived  her;  audi  this  b«iBf^W2 
^'^^^^^^  not  stated  in  the  recluls,  we  caooot  inibin  cat^  ifigriMi 
.^  '  "  i°uch  ^s  in  some  cases  may  besafe  opon^4iejre9iliib»> 
.^!l!  //  ^  affording  the  means  of  interpreting  the  wkde  iMtni-* . 
ment.  ,  The  recital  does^  bowe?er»  indicate  thai  vUsh 
roiist  be  deemed  to  be  the  principal  inteQUon,  asd  itia 
not  to  be  neglected.  In  every  thiag  wbifib  doca  net 
relate  to  the  policy,  the  provisions  of  the  deed  am  in 
conformity  with  the  object  recited ;  and»  tidying  ibeohiiaB 
relating  to  tbe  policy  in  connection  with  tbe  vestoS^iha 
deedi  the  question  isf  whether  tbe  dauae  di^  or  ytm'- ' 
intended  to  do,  more  than  make  a  provision  far  Am 
husband,  if  he  should  survive  the  wife.  The  otttioC 
kin  contended  that,  besides  making  that  cootiagcMt  pro^ 
Tision  for  the  husband,  she  has  ivtentiooaUy  or  othei^ 
wise  made  for  them  a  declaration  of  trust  wbiph  cenld 
only  be  defeated  by  a  testamentaty  appoinUnenl»  * 

!•.«■• 
Tbe  case  of  Anderson  v«  DamsQn{g)^  irhkb^iwas  Te» 
lied  on  by  the  next  of  kin,  diflRsrs  considerabfcfifitontthe  > 
present  In  that  case  the  fiind  was  realised,  and  ac- 
tually in  the  bands  of  the  trustees.  Tbe  tniata  wsre 
distinctly  declared,  and,  independently  of  any  agree* 
ment  to  be  performed  or  continued,  the  trnsltes  veiPB 
bound  by  their  duty  to  carry  those  trusftaintoeiieciitimi* 
In  the  present  case  the  fund  was  not  realised;  it  was 
to  be  realised  and  made  available  by  ada  to  be  done 
afler  the  marriage,  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  be- 
tween the  husband  and  wife,  and  to  be  contumad  during 
their  Joint  lives,  as  the  Plaintiff  says,  but,  as  the  words 
of  the  deed  are,  and  as  the  next  of  kin  contendt  during 
tbe  life  of  the  wife  whether  she  died  in  the  lifetime  of 
her  husband  or  not. 

There 

(a)  l5Ves,559. 
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Slj^e  4»  certiiiiily  a  difficulty  in  saying  that  tbe  words  18B8. 
*<  ituci^g  the  life  of  the  wife/'  shall  be  construed  to  mean 
<^  d«Miig -the  joint  lives  of  the  husband  and  wife;''  but  to 
da  KD^would  be  to  act  in  accordance  with  the  nature  of 
the' contract,  and  the  professed  and  apparent  intention 
of  the  parties.  And  I  think  there  is  still  greater  dif» 
fictky  'in  saying  that,  upon  the  construction  of  this 
settieaent,  tbe  wife  intended  to  create  or  has  created  a 
tnntv  not  only  i^jaiast  the  husband,  if  he  survived,  but 
agaitot  herself  if  she  survived ;  to  continue  the  trust, 
prinnipally  made  to  secure  a  certain  provision  for  herself 
dumig  fbe  eondnuattce  of  tbe  marriage,  against  herself 
and^at  h&t  expenoe^  after  cessation  of  the  coverture  by 
the  buibaiid's  death,  for  the  purpose  of  realising  a  fund 
of  whidi  ahe  was  to  have  no  enjoyment,  but  which 
bedame  pambte  only  on  her  death  —  which  she  was  not 
to  be  able  to  dispose  of  otherwise  than  by  will,  and 
which,  in  de&ult  of  appointment  by  will,  might  pass, 
ttp<Mi  her  tleaih^  to  her  next  of  kin  or  to  a  subsequently 
taken  ibnabiiQd. 

llre^raBtees  held  the  policy,  and  were  the  legal  owners 
of  iti  Tkey  bad,  by  conveyance  and  assignment,  the  life 
estate^  and  by  agreement  between  the  husband  and  wife 
they  were  to  pay  the  premiums  upon  the  policy  during 
the  life  of  the  wife;  and,  if  the  husband  had  survived  the 
wife^  or  if  the  wife  surviving  had  permitted  the  premiums 
to  be  paid,  there  would  have  been  no  doubt  as  to  the 
persons  entitled  to  the  money  payable  on  the  policy. 
But  the  whole  provision  is  founded  on  the  agreement 
between  the  husband  and  wife:  except  by  stating  the 
agreement  to  be  so,  there  is  no  declaration  of  trust,  and 
there  is  not  even  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  trustees. 
The  case  appears  to  be  a  case  of  mixed  trust  and  agree- 
ment, and  looking  at  the  whole  of  the  settlement,  I  think 
that  the  intention  of  the  ultimate  limitation  in  the  clause 

in 
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in  question^  considered  in  connection  with  the  rest  of  the 
deed,  was  only  to  shew  that  the  agreement  was  to  ex- 
clude the  husband  from  taking  more  than  a  life  interest 
in  the  investment  of  liie  pciicy  money  bthet wise  than  by 
the  gift  of  the  wife,  and  that  from  the  nature  of  the  clause, 
cotisidered  as  an  agreement,  itw^s  open  to  the  husbanJ  ^ 
and  wife  during  their  jomt  lives,  and  to  the  wife  if  she 
snrvived,  to  alter  that  which  was  intended  only"  for  their 
mutual  benefit ;  and  it  appears  to  me  that,  if  Mr;  JRiBut^, 
the  surviving  trustee,  had  availed  himsdf  of  his  power  ad 
trustee,  and  insisted  on  paying  the  premiums  against  the 
will  of  the  widow,  she  might  have  compelled' hkn  to  pay- 
the  whole  income  to  her,  and  that  this  Court  w^ok)  Bot 
have  considered  her  bound  to  perform  the  agreement  for 
the  benefit  of  mere  volunteers. 


Thinking  that  she  had  a  right  to  refuse  to  ke^  up  the 
policy  or  to  permit  the  trustee  to  keep  it  up,  I  think  that 
thts  trustee  was  entitled  to  assign  it  according  to  h^r 
direction,  and  consequently  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  the  fund  in  question. 
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■X*.}  lo  »^v-«"  '»•  .1    .,  :,  ^  •  . .                                     .      .J,  ^ 
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•,i.i'..    " ;,"' 

V'  n-,0  '.CQLLiilfiONt^^.Pii'lTRlGK-. 

.,.    .,,  Jim.''M/io. 

THttSiiw^R  At  s^pIoimPt^l.  tmi  filed  by  Jlf<(r«a  ,Gt?f-  A  bond,  and 
4M2«a|l»    .W»c}on>  .  ^W»a     ^ria     Colfm^on^    ,wd  money  re- 
CtfroUna.^Ifaifier  CoUinsfffi,  jgwist  flamV/  P«4^Wi{» . *^°''*";|'^® ^" 
Cre^K^Bi^V^mt^^Jitar/ha  h\$  wife,  JRjobert  Barhcm^f  thereof,  were 
aQ|ijl<QU^  JDff^Qdaots,  apd  it  prayed  that  the  PkintiflFs  ^^2^^ 
n^l  J]|^.e»ti4^  ;o  tbe  benefit  of  the  original  3uit,  aud  trust  for  such 
tW^fTOCfl^dWga  ^^mxXi  and  that  they  might  he  at  liberty  purooLt"and 

t^.BiMetsiHei.tfao  4mtm  made  in  that  suit,  and  the  «"<^^  Person 

or  persons  as 

a«ij0ii»tAimd;m^iri^  Abeceby  directed.  ^.  p.,  a  mar- 

ried  woman, 
should  direct 

.    The  original  bill  was  filed  by  William  Catlings  and  or  appoint; 

B(hmrd.ff4wmU.i^xAm^s^9b0th       wife,  against  Harfiet  o?l;,S>?n?"^^ 

B«HriMki'\QpQtlge^  Bwrham  and  Marika  his  wife,  Robert  ment,  for  her 

'  seoarate  use 

Bi9rhmh  imd^Qtby^r  Defepdantsb  and  it  praj^ed  that  the  j^,  p.  after-* 

r^l^  wd  iWtor/eBti  of  thp  Plaintifi8»  under  a  bond  dated  ^^med^ 

the  18th  of  Naoember  1801,  and  also  their  rights  and  interest  in 

interests  under  the  will  of  Thomas  Etheridge,  in  the  real  %l^^^  *^^ 

and  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  might  be  ascertained  sons,  in  order 

and  declared,  and  that  the  will  might  be  established  and  i^JJ^  in^rase 

the  trusts  thereof  carried  into  execution.     The  bond  they  should 

was  given  by  the  testator  Thonias  Etheridge,  to  secure  recover  the 

the  payment  of  1000/.  to  William  Catling  within  one  ^^oleofa 
^  ''  ,  ,  ^  ,  sum  appro- 

month  after  his  marriage  (which  took  effect)  with  the  priated  by  her 

testator's  daughter  Elizabeth  Etheridge^  and  also  a  fur-  5^"*^hdl- so-^ 

ther  portion,  equal  to  such  sum  or  sums  as  the  testator  Hcitor,  and  for 

in  his  life-time  or  by  his  will  should  give  to  each  of  his  sideration^pT 

other  peafingupon 
the  deed. 
Held,  that  this  was  an  executed  trust,  to  which,  though  without  consideration, 
the  Court  would  give  effect ;  and  that  the  appointees  were  entitled,  as  representing 
£«  P.'s  intere«t  in  the  bond,  to  file  a  supplemental  bill  to  have  the  benefit  of  the 
proceedings  in  a  suit  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  having  that  interest  ascertained 
and  declared,  and  which  had  become  defective  by  the  bankruptcy  of  E.  P.^h 
husband. 
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'i^i^h.  belief  claiigbCers.  Elizaheih  PtmtaB  was  "Uie  oiAJf'idV^ 
]^J^^^  -vWittg  child  of  WiUiam  Catling  and  JBiattirtiJ,  tis  ^iH^ 
0.  ^  who  died  some  time  after  the  marriage;  anil  £^  ba 
H^i^tcL  iigteement,  dated  id  the  month  of  NooemBer  llWsl,  Itti. 
t^eeil  tfSaiam  CaOing  of  the  one  i>art,  and  ^SStaard 
FMruOl  and  mhabetk  his  wift,  of  the  ofUer,  It'wi^ 
agreed  that  WiUiam  <CidUng  shouAl  assign  flie  bond  of 
the  I^th  ^Nooembet  1801,  sfnd  tfaelieliefilt  kiereoC  litift 
inrliatevef  might  be  recovered  br"  ^ec^vecf^  by' vhtofe 
•thereof,  or  by  and  from  any  devise  or  beaiefet'tt**alt&- 
fkction  thereof,  to  trustees  (or  the  separate  (ise  ^  EU" 
mbdh  Pawnall.  The  testator  Thoihai  Eihihld^i!  Ht- 
vised  and  bequeathed  the  residue  ofhisWl'and  peribhU 
estate  to  Harriet  Pattrick^  &e6r^e  Bai^Ham  fiid  ibH  Ih 
law,  and  Bobert  Bdrham  {^h6iA  U'  ii^inMl^ye^^ 
cutors)  in  trust  for  his  wife  for  life,  and,  after  her  de- 
cease, for  the  benefit  of  his  grand'cHlWrSii;^  *"^  '''^ 

'The  usual  decree  fbt*  the  accoiints 'bf th^' t^^ttftb)^ 
estate  was  made  on  the  20th  of  Pebnaity  f ^3^4.' '  * 

'  'The  supplemental  bill,  after  stating  that  S^ihrs  pr^ 
ceedings  had  taken  place  under  the  decree  in  th^  or^mal 
suit,  proceeded  to  state  that,  by  an  indenture  dated  the 
9th  of  December  18S3,  and  made  between  fVtttiam 
Catling  of  the  first  part,  Elizabeth  Paamallot  the  second 
part,  Edward  Pawnall  of  the  third  part,  and  the  Rev. 
Richard  Cloughf  Andrew  Wood  Bairdj  and  William 
Pownatij  of  the  fourth  part,  after  reciting  the  marriage 
of  Edward  Pomiatt  and  his  wife,  and  the  agreement  of 
NbvenAer  1829,  and  the  death  of  Thomas  Etheridge,  it 
was  witnessed  that,  in  pursuance  of  such  agreement,  and 
for  the  considerations  therein  mentioned,  William  Cat^ 
ling  assigned  to  the  trustees  the  bond  of  the  18th  of 
November  1801,  and  all  sums  of  money  which,  on  the 
death  of  J%mas  EtheridgCj  became  or  were  due  and 

payable 


j^4^,Qf:,re$:;pyeKiible  ^n^kx  or  ky  virtue,  of  t)i^..iwd       l^fi^. 
Jbtp^^,  find  vxulei^  or  by  virtqe  of  moy  de?Uia  ^i  \^   "^^^^^ 
gu^  q(  Tkon^m  JSiAeridge^  ia  satisfiiction  of  the  Md    '  ^^.^^^ 
^<t<«d  .811  hi5,(lf?/#ai«  CatUng's)  rigbt,  tiO^M/^     ?4W¥«- 
ii(^texei^  fi^reiPf  i^pQp.ti;;|i^.th«t  the  tritfteeflivaqd.tfci^ 
jf^pfyor,  pf  theqd  .should  ^nd  posse^^ed  9^  »ImI  in- 
tpfi;^  in  i|be  fiaid  bppd  theroby  astngpod,  fqr  9wk 
jiffei^ts  aod  |piiirp!pBe%  wd  for  aucb  trusu  aa  JBUs^brti 
J^^iffd^aifpi  al^imy  t^me  or  times^  ootwilhstanding  her  pr^ 
^t  oi;  ^j  future,  covertare^  and  whether  coTert  or  cokf 
J^a^y  dee4  or  deeds»  iostmment  or  inslnimenta  m 
Iffii^V^  yfi!^  or  witb^t  power  of  revocation^  under  her 
^m^W^iff^jP^^  f^^^  her  hand  only,  or  by  her  laat 
,yi^^y9l  j^PigoUiqi(^i|^  should  direct  or  appoint^  and  in  de- 
^t  f^f^f  }ffp^  ti^sf  Iqr  her  sole  and  separate  use. 

The  bill  stfffed  ^t.the  la^menliooed  deed  waa  exr 
ecnted  by  all  the  parties,  except  Biehard  CUmgh  and 
4ff^^  l%^J^f^;j^  it  proeeeded.to  stste  thu^  by 
an  inden^p^  ^i^  thf  7(1^  ^Januajy  163^  aud  nade 
betweoi  Elizabeth  Pownall  of  the  first  part,  Edward 
,^Rf^^>%.»W'^  P\9mtiSjMariaCpmmnoi 

^tfJtHf^iIWt)  and  the  Pkuntiflb  A^ina  Maria  QdUmou 
affi  Ca^r^Une  P<i(mer  CoOinson  oi  the  fourth  part,  reciting, 
amcmg^  other  things^  the  bond  of  the  18th  of  Nijfvembfr 
.1801,  and  the  indenture  of  assignment  dated  the  9tb  9f 
December  18SS,  and  reciting  that  a  partnership  had  tbea 
lat^y  subsisted  bet^reep  Edward  PownaU  and  WiUimifi 
Powell  Hart  as  attornies  and  solicitors  at  fytwick^  b^t 
th^t  the  same  had  been  recently  dissolved*  and  tfial^ 
duriog  the  existence  of  such  partnership^  Edward  Pownqtt 
bonnowed  and  appropriated  the  sum  of  lOOOL  belonging 
Id  the  Plaintiff  Anna  Maria  CqUinsonf  and  also  the  smas 
jpf  1500L  belonging  to  the  Plaintiff  CarMne  Palmer  Cdr 
linton  ;  and  falsely  reciting  an  indenture  of  appointmeiit, 
whereby  Elizabeth  Pawnall  was  alleged  to  have  appointed 
^.tmstees  the  trust  monies  assigned  by  the  indenture  of 

the 
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ise».       (b#.9fh  an  De^mber  I8SS9  npn  trnsl^to  nijse  .lli^figiit 
'^^ry^^    ^^'  fiun^  of  S502»  and  racitii^  that,  in  order  tpi  ^a^e 
0.  harmless    and  indemniFy  the   Plaii^tij^b  Anna  Mf^iw 

|'i4jTMac*  CoUinson  and  Caroline  Palmer  CoUinsonj  in  case  they 
ftbouid  not  be  aUe  to  recov^  th^  iprbole  of  tba.  suffs  so 
•borrowed  and  appropriated  by.  Eiwasi  JP<mnftU^  it^^^iis 
ari^noBsed  that,  in  pursoance  of  and  for  ctkdktg  A^^^f^ 
proposal)  and  in  consideration  of  the  preinisesy  Elifut^^ 
P^ifamUi  in  exaaution  oS  the  power  giTen  XQiharibyf]|h^ 
indenture  of  asttgaineat,dir^t«d,  limited,  MvAffijPiW^ 
that  all  and  every  the  soma  of  moa^  to  wbicb  s|i#n¥{fts 
entitled  under  the  said  assignmanty  a^  all  he^  .oi^t^ 
right,  title,  &c.  therein  and  tha'etOi.(sbiHil4;<^^t;ia,tbe 
Plaintiff  Maria  CoUiman^  her  eseoutor^,  ^Anioistrat^n^ 
and  assigns,  as  her  and  their  own  abso](Ut<  PF)iWf  ^^ 
upon  trust  (subject  to  the  Mfig^  aK¥VRftowrt..^ 
wising  360/.)  to  pay  to.  th^,,Fi9intiSk,u4m^^^^fmf 
CoUinson  and  Caroline  Palmer  CoUin^m^  W^  J^iti^ 
sums  apprcpriatod  by  Edward  Pamall  aSiJlhey.  d)oid4 
not  be  abh^  to  recover,  and  to  stand  f^^issw^Qd  <^'dl^ 
residue  upon  the  trusts  of  the  ind«ntui;e  oiith^tO^^f 
\Deaember  lBa3»  .....  :, 

. ,  The  bill  proceeded  to  ^\bXi^  facts  for  the  purpose  ifrf* 
shewing  that  no  such  prior  charge  as  that  recited  in  the 
indenture  of  the  7th  oi  January  1834  had  ever  been  made, 
but  that  such  indenture  was  the  first  and  qu\j  charge 
upon  the  trust-monies  thereby  assigned.  It  further 
stated  that,  on  the  10th  of  March  1834,  a  fiat  of  bank- 
ruptcy issued  against  Edward  PaamaU^  whereby  the 
original  suit  had  become  abated  or  defective,  and  that 
the  plaintiffs  in  that  suit  refused  to  make  the  same  com- 
plete ;  and  it  charged  that  the  whole  of  the  rights  and 
interests  of  the  original  Plainti£&  to  and  in  the  assets  of 
TAooNM  Etheridge  the  testator,  in  respect  of  the  bond  or 
of  any  devise  or  bequest  in  satisfaction  thereof,  were  now 
vested  in  the  Plaintiffs  to  the  supplemental  suit,  and  they 

submitted 
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m^birtitted  that  they  were  entitled  to  have  the  ^bei^Bt       ^M8&. 
bf  the  origmal  suit  and  the  proceedings  therein,  and  to    ^I^"^^'^^*^ 
ph^ecute  the  sam^.  v, 

..f  PAtl-ltlGk. 

'  The  defence  made  eh  th«  part  of  Mrs.  Patmall  was, 
'Wsli;  that  the  drlgiiial*  stiit  hdd  not  become  abated  or 
dlifeetive  by  the  banlmiptcy  of  Ikhjard  P&amaBf  i»i^ho 
had  no  interest  in  his  wifeV  separate  estate;  secondly, 
tkat'tbe  d\e6d'  of  theTAl  of  January  1«S4  was  witboftt 
consideratfM^  baffttjg  been  executed  by  Mrs.  Paamail 
apon  a  prMiise  made  by  the  OMimons  that  they  wonld 
dM&nftf'to^  (imff]oy  h€r  husband  as  a  solicitor,  which 
]|MMii^'hflld>not  been  fiulfitkd ;  thirdly,  that,  if  thef  deed 
ihts  vkdidy  rtve  Plalfttiffi?  were  bound  by  the  recital  of 
thU  pifet^  charge  cotttaided  in  it,  and  contd  only  be 
fncuofbranters.  to  the  amount  of  the  differeiioe  betwem 
the^ruM^onfte  assigned  tod  the. recked  prior  charge* 
S&tk6  i^o\  eridenco  w^  gone  into,  for  the  purpose  of 
^fcMibg  'Aat'  th^  €oUin$m$  had  promised  that  they 
iik>uM  t(MSffsm  to  employ  Edwdrd  PcnmaU.  It  was 
adinltted  that  YH>  sticb  prior  charge,  as  that  recited  iti 
the  indenture  of  the  7th  of  January  18S4,  had  been> 
nude;  bat  it  appeared  to  have  been  stipulated  by 
Mrs.  Pommdtf  that  she  would  reserve  S50L  for  the 
payment  of  tradesmen's  bills. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  James  Russell^  for  the  Plaintifib, 
said  that,  if  the  suit  had  been  instituted  to  recover  the 
wife's  separate  estate  only,  it  was  improperly  framed,  and 
must  be  taken  to  be  the  suit  of  the  husband  aloncy,  in 
which  case  his  bankruptcy  wonld  render  it  defective. 
Bnt  Mrs.  PaaonaWs  interest  in  the  testator's  residuary 
estate  was  not  limited  to  her  separate  nse,  so  that  the 
husband  had  an  interest  in  the  subject  of  the  suit,  and 
his  bankruptcy  rendered  a  supplemental  suit  necessary* 
No  steps   having  b^n  taken  by  the  Platnti^  in  the 

original 
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1888.       original  sait  to  supply  the  defect,  the  present  Plaintifi, 
in  whom  all  Mrs.  PcfwnalPs  interest  in  the  bond  bad  in 
fiict  vested,  were  entitled  to  file  a  supplemental  bill,  and 
Patteick.     ^  \i2Lye  the  conduct  of  the  future  proceedings  in  the  canse. 
As  to  the  alleged*  [HromiBe  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff 
Maria  CdUinson  and  her  daughters  to  continue  to  em- 
ploy Edward  PawnaUy  no  such  promise  appeared  upon 
the  deed,  nor  was  there  any  written  evidence  of,  w  any 
allusion  to  such  a  promise  in  the  correspondence  which 
took  place  between  the  parties.     Was  it  probable  that 
the  Plaintifi  would  bind  themselves  to  give  to  die  man» 
who  had  appropriated  their  property,  further  and  ooa- 
dnued  c^portnnities  of  abusing  their  confidence  ?  What 
measure  could  be  applied  to  such  a  promise  as  a  con- 
sideration for  executing  this  assignment  ?  How  long  was 
PtmnaU  to  be  employed,  or  under  what  conditions?  or 
was  he  to  be  employed  unconditionally,  and  whether  he 
misconducted  himself  or  not?    Two  months  afterwards 
he  became  bankrupt ;  could  the  Plaintiffi  then  have  con- 
tinued to  employ  him?    With  respect  to  the  fidse  r^ 
cital  of  a  prior  charge,  it  being  admitted  that  no  sodi 
charge  existed,  the  first  and  only  incumbrance  could  not 
be  affected  by  the  false  recital,  but  the  PlainUfi  would 
be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  whole  security,  as  if  no 
such  redtal  had  been  introduced  into  the  deed. 

Mr.  Pembertam  and  Mr.  Teed,  for  Mrs.  PcmutU^  in- 
sisted that  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  no  relief. 
Evidence  might  be  given  of  the  actual  consideration^ 
though  it  did  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  deed.  At 
law  nodmg  could  be  averred  against  the  consideratioD 
appearing  upon  the  deed ;  but  it  was  otherwise  in  equity ; 
and,  if  a  party  had  been  induced  to  execute  a  deed  under 
assurances  which  had  not  been  performed,  it  was  open 
to  him  to  prove  the  fraud  which  had  been  practised  upon 
him.     Mr.  Edward  PawnaU  had  been  employed  as  a 

solicitor 
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solicitor  by  the  Plaintifis  in  this  suit,  and  had  appro- 
priated to  his  own  use  a  sum  of  3500/.  belonging  to  two 
of  those  ladies.  The  misapplication  of  this  money  having 
been  discovered,  he  went  over  to  Brussek,  where  his 
clients  resided,  and  made  a  proposal  to  obtain  for  them 
a  security  upon  his  wife's  separate  estate  for  a  part  of  the 
sum  appropriated,  provided  they  would  continue  to 
employ  him  as  their  solicitor,  and  thereby  prevent  the 
consequences  which  might  result  from  the  discovery  of 
this  transaction.  They  assented  to  the  proposal,  and 
Paamall^  on  his  return  to  Ipswich^  represented  to  his -wife 
that  he  should  be  enabled  to  carry  on  his  business,  if  she 
would  consent  to  execute  the  assignment.  She  reluctantly 
consented,  stipulating,  however,  for  the  reservation  of 
350^  to  pay  tradesmen's  bills ;  and  the  recital  of  the 
prior  charge  in  the  indenture  of  assignment  arises  from 
an  application  having  been  made  to  certain  persons  to 
become  trustees  of  the  sum  so  reserved,  which  applica- 
tion  was  declined.  The  deed,  executed  under  these 
circumstances  by  Mrs.  PaamaU^  was  taken  over  by 
Pamnalts  clerk  to  Brussels^  and  evidence  was  given,  by 
the  clerk,  of  the  Plaintiff,  Marin  CMinsofiy  having,  before 
the  delivery  of  the  deed  to  her,  repeated  the  assurance, 
given  by  her  and  her  daughters,  that  they  would  continue 
to  employ  Mr.  Pawnall,  From  the  time  the  deed  was 
delivered  they  ceased  altogether  to  employ  him,  and 
two  months  afterwards  he  became  bankrupt.  If  the 
engagement  to  employ  Pownall  was  not  the  consideration 
which  induced  his  wife  to  give  up  her  separate  property, 
what  was  the  consideration  ?  Here  was  no  engagement 
not  to  sue  the  husband  —  no  other  consideration  appear- 
ing upon  the  deed;  and  if  the  Plaintifls,  as  they  now 
contended,  did  not  undertake  to  continue  to  employ 
PcnmaUy  the  deed  was  purely  voluntary,  and,  if  voluntary, 
the  Court  would  not  give  any  assistance  to  a  party 
Vol.  it.  K  claiming 
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ll^SfiL  -ckitBiBg  under  it:  Colnum  y.  Sarrell  {a),  Paheri^r. 
Fttlverltft.  {b)  It  might  be  said  that  Mrs.  PamnaUj 
being  sui  juris  as  to  her  separate  estate,  was  competent  to 
make  a  gift  of  it  to  Mrs.  CoUtnsan^  in  trust  far  the 
benefit  of  Mrs.  CottinMon's  daughters.  Assuming  her 
to  have  contemplated  this  extravagant  dooaiion  of  ker 
property,  had  she  so  completed  the  gift  as  to  enable  the 
party  ckiming  under  it  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  it  in  this 
Court  ?  The  deed,  executed  by  Mrs.  Pimmailf  passed 
no  legal  interest;  for  she  was  a  married  woman,  and,  at 
law,  the  deed  of  a  married  woman  was  inop^ative*  It 
purported  to  pass  all  the  interest  assigned  by  Catling  to 
the  trustees  in  the  indenture  of  December  1883,  and 
that  interest  was  the  money  that  might  be  recovered  by 
the  trustees  in  respect  of  the  bond.  The  interest, 
therefore,  was  a  mere  chose  in  action,  a  sum  of  money^ 
not  actually  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees,  but  to  be  re-- 
covered by  them  in  a  suit ;  and  it  was  clearly  established 
by  the  authorities,  that  where  any  thing  remained  to  be 
done  to  complete  the  legal  interest  in  a  person  intended 
to  be  constituted  a  trustee  for  a  volunteer,  such  volunteer 
had  no  locus  standi  in  this  Court.  The  late  case  of 
Edwards  v.  Jones  (c),  was  an  express  authority  to  shew 
that  the  Court  would  not  execute  an  imperfect  attempt 
to  make  an  assignment  of  a  bond  without  consideration, 
even  where  the  legal  interest  was  in  the  person  professing 
to  assign  it.  There  was  no  ground,  however,  for  ,the 
supposition  that  this  was  a  voluntary  gift ;  the  deed  was 
obtained  from  Mr.  Paaonall  under  promises  which  were 
never  intended  to  be  fulfilled,  and  a  court  of  equity 
would  not  give  effect  to  an  instrument  so  obtained. 

As  to  the  form  of  the  suit,  the  Plaintiffs  had  only  a 
partial  interest,  and,  if  that  interest  were  recognised  by 

the 

(a)  1  Vei.  jun.  50.  (c)  1  Mi^ne  ^  Craig^  226. 

(b)  18  7>«.84. 
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the  CooH  and  satisfied,  they  would  have  no  finther*  1S98. 
interest  in  conducting  the  cause  for  the  benefit  of  the 
numerous  parties  interested  under  the  will.  If  they,  as 
assignees  of  the  interest  of  one  of  the  Plaintiffs,  might 
file  a  supplemental  bill,  every  assignee  of  an  interest^ 
femdtnielite,  might  claim  a  right  to  do  sa 

Mr.  Momilfy^  for  the  assignees  of  Edward  Poamall^ 
mb»  disdaimed. 

Mr.  Bickardsj  for  William  Paamallj  who,  by  his  an- 
swer, staled  that  be  had  not  executed  the  deed  of  the 
9di  of  December  18S5,  nor  accqpted  the  trusts  thereof. 

Mr.  Turner^  Mr.  GeUart,  and  Mr.  E.  MoniagUj  for 
other  Defendants. 

Mr.  Tinnejf^  in  reply. 

The  principles  upon  which  the  Court  acts,  with  respect 
to  trusts  executed,  and  trusts  executory,  are  well  estab- 
lished. If  a  trust  is  executed,  it  is  irrevocable,  and  the 
Court  will  enforce  it  against  the  party  creating  it,  whether 
there  is  or  is  not  consideration  for  it.  If  a  trust  is  ex- 
ecutory, the  Court  will  not  give  effect  to  it  in  favour  of 
a  volunteer.  Whether  a  trust  is  executed  or  executory 
depends  upon  whether  the  party  creating  the  trust  has 
or  has  not  done  all  in  his  power  to  make  it  absolute  and 
conclusive  against  himself.  The  Plaintiffs  do  not  call 
upon  the  Court  to  execute  the  trust ;  all  they  ask  is  a 
declaration  that  they  are  entitled  to  stand  in  the  place  of 
EUxabeih  Paoonall^  who  has  done  every  thing  to  vest 
her  interest  in  the  bond  in  the  Plainti£&.  If  she  disputes 
the  title  of  the  Plaintiffs,  and  seeks  to  set  aside  the  deed 
under  which  they  claim,  she  may  file  a  cross-bill,  but  the 
deed  cannot  be  set  aside  in  this  suit.  The  cases  cited 
have  no  application   to  the  present  case.     Caiman  v. 

K  2  Satrell 
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1836«       Sarrell  was  a  case  in  which  the  subject  of  voluntaiy 
^^'^'^'^^    assigoment  was  stock  which  the  assignor  never  Irans- 
o.  ferred.   He  did  not  do  all  in  his  power,  therefore,  to  put 

FKnuiatt*  the  subject  of  assignment  out  of  his  control,  and  this 
Court  could  not  compel  a  transfer  of  stock.  The  dis- 
tinction between  a  voluntary  assignment  of  stock,  and  a 
voluntary  assignment  of  a  bond  is  noticed  by  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  in  Fortescue  v.  Burnett  (a),  where  his  Honor 
considered  the  interests  of  the  equitable  assignee  as  a 
debt  entitling  him  to  come  in  this  Court  as  a  creditor, 
subject  of  course  to  the  claims  of  creditors  for  value, 
against  the  assets  of  the  assignor.  In  the  late  case  of 
Godsal  V.  fVebb  (6),  the  subject  of  a  voluntary  assignment 
was  a  policy  of  assurance ;  and  in  Fortescue  v.  Bamettf 
where  a  person  assigned  a  policy  of  assurance,  effected 
on  his  own  life,  to  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  his  sister 
and  her  children,  the  trust  was  held  to  be  executed,  and 
binding  against  the  party  creating  it  If  the  trust  is  ex- 
ecuted, it  is  immaterial  whether  the  interest  of  the  party 
creating  it  is  legal  or  equitable.  Sloane  v.  Cadqgan,  {c) 
Edwards  v.  Jones  was  a  case  in  which  a  mere  memo* 
randum  was  indorsed  upon  the  bond  in  question,  and 
there  was  evidently  no  complete  act  which  amounted  to 
an  assignment.  If  the  act  had  been  complete,  the  Lord 
Chancellor  distinctly  intimated  that  he  acquiesced  in  the 
principle  on  which  Fortescue  v.  Bamett  was  decided,  and 
that  the  Court  would  have  given  effect  to  it. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Considering  this  as  a  contract  of  indemnity  entered 

into  by  a  married  woman  having  separate  estate,  and  in 

that  character  capable  in  this  Court  of  entering  into  such 

a  contract,  is  there  a  consideration  which  this   Court 

would  consider  sufficient  to  support  such  a  contract  ? 

Mr. 

(fl)  3  Mf^ne  4-  Keen^  36.  (c)  Sugd.  V.^P.  vol.ii.  p.588. 

(b)  iuprhy  p.  90.  6th  ed. 
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Mr.  Tinney. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  suit  Mrs.  Pawnall  is  bound 
by  the  consideration  which  appears  upon  the  deed  t  and, 
even  in  a  suit  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside 
the  deed,  every  thing  must  be  taken  most  strongly 
against  the  grantor,  and,  except  in  a  case  of  fraud,  no 
additional  consideration  can  be  imported  into  a  deed 
except  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  it.  Consideration 
dehors  a  deed  may  be  averred  to  support,  but  not  to 
defeat  its  contents.  With  respect  to  the  350/.,  though 
in  fact  there  was  no  charge  to  that  amount  as  recited  in 
the  deed,  yet  as  Mrs.  PownaU  appears  to  have  stipulated 
for  a  reservation  of  her  interest  to  that  amount,  the 
Plaintiffs  will  not  insist  upon  more  than  the  .sum  as* 
signed,  minus  the  350/.  so  reserved. 


1888i 


GdLUNaoK 

PAntlOKi 


The  Master  of  the  Roixe. 

In  this  case  the  Plaintiffs  have  been  defrauded  of  a 
considerable  sum  of  money,  the  whole  of  which  they  will 
probably  lose,  if  they  do  not  obtain  the  benefit  of  their 
security.  On  the  other  hand  Mrs.  PownaU  appears  to 
have  executed  the  deed,  under  which  the  Plaintiffs  claim^ 
with  a  view  of  obtaining  a  benefit  for  her  husband,  which 
in  fact  was  never  obtained ;  and,  if  the  Plaintiffs  succeed 
in  their  claim,  she  will  have  given  up  her  separate 
property,  without  any  equivalent^  to  a  stranger.  On 
either  side  it  will  be  a  case  of  considerable  hardship 
for  the  party  against  whom  the  Court  must  decide.  (His 
Lordship  proceeded  to,  state  the  facts  of  the  case.) 


Three  objections  have  been  raised  to  the  relief  prayed 
by  this  bill.  First,  it  is  said  that  the  deed  of  the  7th  of 
January  1834?  was  executed  by  Mrs.  P&wnaU  for  a  con- 
sideration  not  stated  upon  the  deed,  and  under  an 
engagement  which  has  never  in  fact  been  performed. 
Next,  it  is  said  that  the  deed  was  executed  without  any 

K  3  consideration ; 
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18S8«        consideration;  and  that,  ttm  deed  being  voluntary,  and 

^^[^j[^|^     something  requiring  to  be  done  by  the  party  creating 

V.  the  trust,  it  is  a  trust  which  cannot  be  executed  by  this 

Pattkxck.     q^^^    Thirdly,  it  is  insisted  that  the  suit  is  not  framed 

in  conformity  with  the  ordinary  rules  of  the  Court. 

As  'to  the  first  point,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  I 
can  adjudicate  upon  it,  in  the  present  state  of  this  re- 
cord, and  in  the  absence  of  a  cross«:bill  impeaching  the 
validity  of  the  deed. 

With  respect  to  the  second  objection,  it  seems  to 
me  that,  so  far  as  depended  upon  the  party  executing 
this  deed,  every  thing  has  been  done  to  constitute 
an  executed  trust.  It  is  certainly  a  matter  well  worthy 
of  consideration  how  far  the  peculiar  situation  of 
a  married  woman,  entering  into  such  an  engage- 
ment as  the  present  by  which  she  binds  her  separate 
estate,  is  not  eutided  in  a  court  of  equity  to  the  same 
species  of  protection  which  the  law  gives  to  persons 
entering  into  a  legal  obligation,  and  whether  a  contract 
of  indemnity,  so  entered  into,  should  not  in  this  Court 
be  supported  by  a  valuable  consideration.  A  declar- 
ation of  trust  is  considered  in  a  court  of  equity  as  equi- 
valent to  a  transfer  of  the  legal  interest  in  a  court  of  law; 
and,  if  the  transaction  by  which  the  trust  is  created  is 
complete,  it  will  not  be  disturbed  for  want  of  consider- 
ation. If  this  had  been  a  transaction  resting  on  an 
agreement,  not  conferring  the  legal  interest — if  it  had 
been  an  executory  contract,  this  Court,  in  the  absence  of 
consideration,  would  not  have  given  effect  to  it ;  but  if 
what  has  been  done  is  equivalent  to  a  transfer  of  the 
legal  interest,  the  parties,  in  whose  favour  the  trust  is 
created,  are  entitled  to  have  the  benefit  of  it  in  this 
Court,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  deed  gives  an  in- 
terest to  the  Plaintiffs  which  does  so  entitle  them. 


The 
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The  only  remaining  question  is  whether  the  Plaintiffs 
have  brought  forward  their  claim  in  the  proper  fonni  and 
I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  interest  in  the  bond,  which  at 
the  institution  of  the  original  suit  belonged  to  Mr.  Catlings 
having  been  assigned  by  him  in  trust  for  Mrs»  PownaUj 
and  Mrs.  PamnaU  having,  by  virtue  of  her  power  of  ap- 
pointment, transferred  her  interest  to  the  Plaintiffis,  it  is 
quite  in  conformity  with  the  ordinary  rules  of  the  Court, 
that  the  Plaintiffi  should  file  this  bill  to  have  the  benefit 
of  the  proceedings  in  the  original  suit.  It  was  neces- 
sary that  some  one  should  supply  the  defect  in  the  suit^ 
occasioned  by  the  bankruptcy  of  PcftonaUj  for  the  pur- 
pose of  enabling  all  the  persons  interested  under  the 
will  of  the  testator  to  have  their  rights  established,  and 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiffs,  having  properly  filed 
the  supplemental  bill,  are  entitled  to  have  the  conduct 
of  the  suit. 


Bill  dismissed  against  William  Pownall  and  the 
assignees  of  Edward  PcwnaU,  with  costs  to  be  paid  by 
the  Plaintiffs  without  prejudice  to  the  question  whether 
the  Plainti£&  were  entitled  to  be  reimbursed.  The 
Hainti£&  declared  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  indenture 
of  the  7th  of  January  1834,  subject  to  the  payment  of 
8507.  for  the  separate  use  of  Mrs.  Pamnallj  and  also 
entided  to  the  benefit  of  the  original  suit  and  the  pro* 
ceedings  under  the  decree.  Further  directions  and  costs 
reserved. 


AT* 
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1837. 


July  22.  24. 


LUCAS  V.  BOND. 


Y  UKE  FOREMAN,  by  his  wUl  dated  the  20th  of 

-^-^  June  1798^   devised  and  bequeathed  to  his  wife 

Mary  Foreman^  James  Seton,  and  Jonathan  Boucher,  and 

to  the  survivors   and   survivor,   and  the  heirs   of  the 

survivor,  all  his  freehold,  copyhold,  and  leasehold  estates^ 

and  all  his  personal  estate  upon  trust  to  raise  by  sale 

or  mortgage  the  sum  of  12,000/L  within  twelve  mouths 

from  his  decease,  and  invest  the  same  at  interest  on  such 

real  or  government  securities,  as  any  two  of  them  should 

think  fit,  and  permit  Mary  Foreman  to  receive  the  interest 

and  dividends  for  her  life  for  her  separate  use,  and,  after 

iaiebyauction,  ^^^  decease,  upon  trust,  that  the  surviving  trustees  or 

describing  it      trustee  should  pay  2000/.,  part  of  the  20,000/,  to  Judith 

as  a  rcversioD  *    v  *■ 

to  1000/.  prin-  Ann  Limerick  ;  but,  should  she  not  be  living  at  his  wife's 

cipal  money      decease,  then  he  directed  the  said  sum  of  2000/.  to  be 
payable  on  a 
contingency, 
and  part  of 
a  sum  of 
20,000/.  in- 
Tested  in  the 
3  per  cent, 
consols.   The 


A.  being  en- 
titled to  a . 
contingent 
interest  in 
1000/.,  being 
a  moiety  of 
9000/Mpart 
of  a  sum  of 
20,000/.  di- 
rected by  the 
will  to  be  in-, 
vested,  and 
which  was  ac- 
oordin^^Iy  in- 
vested in  the 
3  per  cent, 
consols,  ad- 


divided  into  four  parts,  three  parts  of  which  were  to  be 

paid  as  therein  mentioned,  and  the  sum  of  500/.,  being 

the  remaining  fourth  part  of  the  said  sum  of  2000/.,  he 

directed  his  trustees  to  pay  to  Jasper  Swete  ;  but,  should 

he  not  be  livin&r,  then  the  testator  directed  the  said  sum 
interest  having      ^  ,        ,.,        ii.  .i-i  i 

been  put  up      OX  500/.  to  be  paid  and  divided  to  and  among  as  many 

for  sale  in         ^f  ^^  children  of  Jasper  Lucas  as  mii^ht  be  then  living 
pursuance  of     .  .  i        /. 

in  equal  proportions.   And  he  further  bequeathed  2000/., 

other  part  of  the  said  principal  sum  of  20,000/.,  unto  and 
among  such  of  the  children  of  Jasper  Lucas  ^s  should  be 
living  at  the  decease  of  his  wife  Maiy  Foreman,  share 
and  share  alike ;  and  he  gave  the  rest  and  residue  of  his 
investment  of  ^^^  *^^  personal  estate  to  his  wife  Mary  Fmeman,  for 
the  legacy,  her 

and  the  pur- 
chase at  the  sale,  J.  assigned  to  B,  "  all  that  sum  of  1000/.  tierling,  being  one 
moietv  of  the  legacy  or  sum  of  2000/.  bequeathed  by  the  will.'* 
Held,  that  B.  was  entitled  to  the  value  of  the  lOOO/.  in  its  state  of  investment. 


the  adver- 
tisement, B, 
became  the 
purchaser; 
and  by  an  in- 
denture re- 
citing the 
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her  separate  use,  and  appointed  Mary  Foreman  and  the 
other  trustees  executors  of  his  will.  The  testator  after- 
wards made  a  codicil  to  his  will,  by  which  he  appointed 
JcAn  Chandler  his  executor  and  trustee  in  place  of 
Jonathan  Boucher* 

The  testator  died  in  Nooember  1814,  and  the  executors 
and  trustees  appointed  I^y  his  will  and  codicil  proved, 
the  same,  and  they  raised  the  sum  of  20,000/.,  and 
invested  the  same  in  the  purchase  of  38,898/.  65.  Id.' 
3  per  cent,  consolidated  Bank  annuities. 

Judith  Ann  Limerick  and  Jasper  SwetCf  two  of  the 
legatees  named  in  the  will,  died  in  the  life-time  of  Mary 
Foreman :  Jasper  Lucas  also  died  in  the  life-time  of 
Mary  Foreman,  leaving  the  Plaintiff  GiUman  Lucasj 
Jasper  William  Lucas^  Eliza  Lucas,  and  Catherine  Emily 
LucaSj  his  four  only  children,  surviving  him. 

EUza  Lucast  and  Catherine  Emily  Lucas,  died  in  the 
life-time  of  Mary  Foreman,  leaving  the  Plaintiff  and 
Jasper  GiUman  Lucas  entitled  in  equal  shares  to  a  con^ 
tingent  interest  in  the  legacies  of  500/.  and  2000/. 

In  the  month  of  March  1828,  the  Plaintiff,  being 
desirous  of  selling  his  contingent  interest  in  one  moiety 
of  the  legacy  of  2000/.,  published  the  following  adver- 
tisement. 

"  Reversion  to  1000/.  principal  money.  The  par- 
ticulars and  conditions  of  sale  of  the  reversion  to  the 
principal  sum  of  1000/.,  being  a  legacy  under  a  will, 
and  receiveable  upon  the  death  of  a  lady  aged  sixty- 
eight  years,  which  will  be  sold  by  auction  by  Messrs* 
Farebrother,  Wilson,  and  Lye,  at  Garrauoay's  Coffee 
House,  on  Wednesday  the  26th  of  Mqrch  1828,  at  12 

o'clock. 
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1837.  o'clock.  Particulars  —  the  reversion  to  IQOOL  priocipal 
money,  being  a  legacy  under  a  will,  and  payable  to  the 
vendor,  who  will  be  of  the  age  of  fifty-three  in  Augtai 
next,  and  whose  life  is  insurable,  provided  he  survives  a 
lady  sixty«eight  years.  The  above  legacy  is  part  of  the 
sum  of  20,000/.,  principal  money  invested  in  the  3  per 
cent,  consols,  in  the  names  of  most  respectable  gentle- 
men, the  executors  under  the  will :  the  reversion  will  be 
subject  to  legacy  duty  at  the  rate  of  10  per  cent** 

One  of  the  conditions  of  sale  was  as  follows ;  *-  '*  I^ 
through  any  mistake,  the  property  comprised  in  this 
particular  should  be  erroneously  described,  such  error 
or  errors  shall  not  vitiate  or  annul  the  sale  thereof;  but 
the  vendor  or  purchaser,  as  the  case  may  happen,  shall 
pay  or  allow  a  proportioned  value  according  to  the 
average  of  the  whole  purchase«money  as  a  compensation 
either  way,  to  be  ascertained  by  two  indifferent  persons 
or  their  umpires:" 

The  Plaintiff's  contingent  interest  under  the  will  in 
the  sum  of  1000/.,  was  put  up  to  sale  by  aucti<Hi  in 
pursuance  of  this  advertisement,  and  the  Defendant^ 
Benjamin  Bondy  was  declared  the  purchaser  at  the  price 
of  310/. 

An  mdenture  of  assignment,  dated  the  16th  o(  April 
1828,  between  the  Plaintiff  of  the  one  part,  and  the 
Defendant  Bond  of  the  other  partj  was  afterwards  ex- 
ecuted by  the  parties  thereto.  By  that  indenture,  after 
reciting  the  will  and  codicil  of  Luke  Foreman^  and  his 
death,  and  reciting  that  the  said  legacy  of  20,000/.  had, 
pursuant  to  the  directions  of  the  will,  been  invested  in 
the  purchase  of  3  per  cent,  consolidated  Bank  annuities, 
which  were  then  standing  in  the  names  of  James  Seian 
and  John  Chandler,  and  that  Jasper  GiUman  Lticasy  and 

the 
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the  PkuDtiff,  were  then  presumptiTely  entitled  in  the        1887. 

event  of  their  surviving  Maty- Foreman  to  the  legacy  of 

fOOOL  in  equal  shares,  and  that  the  PlaindflPhad  caused 

the  sum  of  1000/.,  being  the  full  share  and  proportion 

of  the  said  legacy  or  sum  of  2000/.,  to  which  he  was  so 

presumptively  entitled,  to  be  put  up  to  sale  by  auction,  at 

which  sale  the  Defendant  Band  had  become  the  pur-> 

chaser,  it  was  witnessed  that,  in  consideration  of  the 

sum  of  810/.  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  by  Band,  the  receipt 

whereof,  and  being  for  the  absolute  purchase  of  the  said 

som  of  1000/.,  part  of  the  legacy  of  2000/,  the  Plaintiff 

thereby  acknowledged,  he,  the  Plaintiff,  assigned  all 

that  the  said  sum  of  1000/.  sterling,  being  one  moiety 

of  the  said  legacy  or  sum  of  2000/.  by  the  recited  will 

given  and  bequeathed  as  therein  mentioned,  and  all  the 

right,  titles  interest,  possession,  claim,  and  demand  what' 

soever  of  him  the  Plaintiff,  in  the  said  sum  of  1000/. 

therdyy  ass^ed,  part  of  the  said  legacy  or  sum  of  2000/. 

and  interest,  and  every  part  thereof,  to  hold,  receive, 

take,  and  enjoy  the  said  sum  of  1000/.  thereby  assigned, 

part  of  the  said  legacy  or  sum  of  2000/.,  and  every  part 

thereof,  to  and  by  the  Defendant  Bondj  his  executors, 

&C.,  for  his  and  their  own  use  and  benefit  absolutely. 

And  the  Plaintiff  thereby  constituted  Bondy  his  executors, 

&C.,  the  lawful  attorney  and  attomies  of  him  the  Plain* 

tifl^  to  sue  for,  recover,  and  demand  from  the  trustees, 

&C.,  all  that  the  sum  of  1000/.  thereby  assigned,  part  of 

the  said  legacy  or  sum  of  2000/.,  and  all  interest  thereof. 

And  the  deed  contained  covenants  for  good  title,  the 

Plaintiff's  appearance  at  any  insurance  oflBce  to  enable 

the  Defendant  to  effect  a  policy  on  his  life,  and  for 

farther  assurance. 

The  Defendant  JBofti/ afterwards  purchased  the  Plain** 
tiff's  contingent  interest  in  the  legacy  of  250/. ;  and  an 
indenture,  dated  the  80th  of  October  1829,  was  executed, 

by 
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18874  by  which,  after  similar  recitals,  it  was  witnessed  tliaft,  in 
consideration  of  120/.  paid  to  the  FlaintiiFJi>y  Bond^  the 
Flainti£f  assigned  all  that  sum  of  2502.  sterling,  being 
one  moiety  of  the  said  legacy  or  sum  of  500L  by  the 
will  given  and  bequeathed,  together  with  all  interest  to 
accrue  for  the  same,  and  all  the  right,  title,  &C.  And 
the  deed  contained  a  power  of  attorney  and  covenants 
similar  to  those  in  the  former  indenture. 

Mary  Foreman  died  on  the  17th  of  JUoy  18S4,  and  the 
trustees  thereupon,  in  pursuance  of  the  trusts  of  the 
will,  sold  the  sum  of  33,898/.  6s.  Id,  3  per  cent  consols, 
which  had  been  purchased  with  the  sum  of  20,00<ML 
From  the  increase  in  the  value  of  the  stock,  which  had 
taken  place  during  the  period  of  investment,  the  sum 
produced  by  the  sale  of  the  38,898/.  6s.  Id.  8  per  cent, 
consols  greatly  exceeded  the  sum  of  20,000/.;  and  the 
share  of  that  increase,  in  respect  of  the  Plaintiff's  interest 
in  the  legacies  of  20002.  and  500A,  amounted  to  775/.  8s» 

On  the  17th  of  September  1834,  the  Plaintiff  caused  a 
notice  to  be  served  upon  the  trustees  not  to  pay  over  the 
surplus,  or  any  part  thereof  arbing  from  the  increase  in 
the  value  of  the  20,000/.  bequeathed  by  the  will,  to 
Bond^  or  any  person  on  his  behal£ 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  Plaintiff  against  the  De« 
fendant  Bond  and  the  trustees;  and  it  prayed  that, 
after  paying  to  the  Defendant  the  sum  of  1000/.  and 
250/.  out  of  the  sum  of  2025/.  85.  then  in  the  hands  of 
the  trustees,  the  Plaintiff  might  be  declared  entided  to 
the  remaining  sum  of  775/.  85. 

The  bill  charged,  that  some  time  after  the  stock,  in 
which  the  legacy  of  20,000/.  was  invested,  had  been 
sold,  the  Defendant  Bond  applied  to  the  trustees  Ibr 

the 
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the  sums  of  lOOOZ.  end  2S0L  to  which  he  claimed  to  1897. 
be  entitled  under  the  indentures  of  the  10th  of  April 
1S38  and  the  SOth  of  October  1829  respectively,  and 
ttiat,  on  being  informed  by  the  trustees,  that  the  pro- 
duce of  the  sale  of  the  stock  considerably  exceeded  the 
sum  of  W^OOOL  directed  by  the  will  to  be  invested,  and 
thsK  there  would  be  a  proportionate  surplus  as  to  the 
sums  of  lOOOZ.  and  250/.,  the  Defendant  Bond  then, 
for  the  first  time,  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  such  surplus. 

The  Defendant  Bondf  by  his  answer,  said  that  he  in- 
tended to  purchase  whatever  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
in  rsspect  of  the  legacies  of  20002.  and  500L  bequeathed 
by  the  will ;  and  he  admitted  that  he  first  demanded 
payment  of  the  sums  of  10002.  and  250/.,  being  th^n 
.  Ignorant  that  there  was  any  surplus ;  but  that,  as  soon 
as  he  was  informed  by  the  trustees  of  such  surplus,  he 
claimed  the  same,  and  he  submitted  that  he  was  well  en- 
titled thereto. 

The  Plaintiff  went  into  some  evidence:  a  letter  writ- 
ten by  him,  before  the  second  purchase,  contained  the  fol- 
lowing passage :  — *^  As  Captain  Bond  purchased  my  one- 
half  of  the  other  property  under  the  will,  I  should  prefer 
his  having  the  half  of  this  500/.  to  which  I  shall  become 
eotided/' 

The  question  in  the  cause  was,  whether  the  Defendant 
Bond  was  entitled  to  the  sums  of  1000/.  and  250/.  ster- 
ling, or  to  the  vadue  of  those  sums  in  their  state  of 
investment. 

Mr.  Tinnej/f  Mr.  Griffith  Biduardsy  and  Mr.  Malins, 
for  the  Plainti£^  insisted  that  the  conduct  of  the  De- 
fendant clearly  shewed  what  he  contracted  for,  and 

what 
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16S7.        what  he  considered  that  he  had  purchased ;  for  it  did 

^^^^V^'^     not  enter  his  knind  to  ask  for  more  than  the  sums  sold  to 
Lucas 
t.  to  him,  till  the  trustees  told  him  that  the  stock  in  which 

the  sums  bequeathed  by  the  will  had  been  invested, 
had,  upon  the  sale  of  it^  produced  considerably  more 
than  the  money.  The  subsequent  demand  was  an  afters* 
thought  founded  upon  that  information.  The  letter 
written  by  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendant's  solicitor, 
before  the  second  purchase,  shewed  also  what  was  his 
understanding  of  the  nature  of  both  contracts,  and  that 
it  was  the  sum  of  250/.,  and  not  the  stock  in  which  that 
sum  had  been  invested,  which  he  desired  to  sdl  to  the 
Defendant,  in  like  manner  as  he  had  sold  the  former 
sum  of  1000/.  If  there  were  any  doubt  from  the  cir* 
cumstances  of  the  transaction  as  to  the  subject  of  the 
contract,  that  would  be  removed  by  the  introduction  of 
the  word  sterling  in  the  deeds.  It  was  impossible  that 
1000/.  and  250/.  sterling  could  mean  the  stock  in  which 
those  sums  had  been  invested.  It  was  admitted,  indeed, 
by  the  Defendant  Bondj  that  he,  in  the  first  instance, 
demanded  only  the  sums  ot  1000/.  and  250/.;  but  then 
he  insisted  that  he  purchased  the  Plaintiff's  rights  under 
the  will,  and  that,  when  he  first  made  his  demand, 
and  until  he  was  informed  of  the  Haintiff's  r^hts 
by  the  trustees,  be  was  not  aware  to  which  of  the  sur« 
plus  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled.  There  was  no  founda* 
tion  for  that  claim  for  the  Plaintiff's  rights  under 
the  will  were  contingent;  and,  if  his  brother  had  died 
before  the  legacy  became  vested,  his  interest  would  have 
been  doubled.  Would  the  Defendant  in  that  case  have 
bad  any  equity  to  claim  legacies  of  2000/.  and  500/.  ? 
On  the  other  hand,  if  the  sale  of  the  stock  bad  pro* 
duced  sums  less  than  1000/.  and  250/.,  might  not  the 
Defendant,  under  the  covenants  contained  in  the  inden- 
tures, have  enforced  the  payment  of  the  difference^  and 
would  the  Plaintiff  have  had  any  equity  to  resist  such 
payment?    If  the  Defendant  could  have  recovered  any 

deficiency 
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deficiency,  upon  what  principle  of  equity  could  be  claim  18S7. 
to  be  entitled  to  the  increase  ?  It  was  dear  that  the 
Defendant  considered  himself  as  having  purchased  what 
the  Plaintiff  intended  to  sell;  and  the  intention  of  both 
purchaser  and  vendor  being  the  same^  and  having  been 
ejq>ressed  in  the  most  unequivocal  language  upon  the 
deeds,  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  decree  sought  by 
thisbilL  . 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Turner,  contra,  admitted 
that  the  Defendant  Bond  had,  on  his  first  application  to 
the  trustees  for  payment,  mistaken  the  extent  of  his 
rights;  but  his  rights  could  not  be  varied  by  that  mis- 
take. As  soon  as  he  was  informed  of  the  increase  in 
the  amount  of  the  legacy  which  had  accrued  from  its 
investment,  he  claimed,  as  he  was  justly  entitled  to 
daim,  the  benefit  of  that  increase.  The  subject  of  sale, 
as  stated  in  the  particulars,  was  **  the  reversion  of 
1000/.  principal  money,  part  of  20,000/.  principal  mo- 
ney, invested  in  the  3  per  cent  consols."  The  first 
deed  of  assignment  redted  at  length  the  bequest  of  the 
l^acy  of  2000/. ;  that  such  sum  had  been  invested  in 
the  S  per  cent,  consols,  and  was  then  standing  in  the 
names  of  the  trustees ;  that  the  Plaintiff  and  his  brother 
would,  on  surviving  Mary  Foreman,  become  entitled  to 
the  same  in  equal  shares,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
caused  his  share  or  proportion  of  such  legacy  of  2000/. 
to  be  put  up  for  sale,  and  that  the  Defendant  had  be*- 
oome  the  purchaser;  and  the  deed  then  assigned  the 
said  sum  of  1000/*  sterling,  being  one  moiety  of  the  sum 
of  2000/.  to  which  the  Plaintiff  would  become  entitied 
on  his  surviving  Mary  Foreman,  and  all  the  Plaintiff's 
ri^t  or  interest  in  the  said  sum  of  1000/.,  part  of  the 
said  legacy  of  2000/.  There  could  be  no  doubt,  even 
in  the  absence  of  all  authority,  that  this  assignment 
would  have  carried  whatever  increase  of  value  had 

accrued 
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lSSy%  accrued  from  the  investment  of  the  1000/.,  and  that  the 
word  **  sterling''  could  not  possibly  have  the.  effect  of 
superinducing  a  construction  at  variance  with  all  the 
recitals.  That  word  was  sufficiently  reconcilable  with 
the  other  parts  of  the  instrument,  for  the  1000/.  was  so 
much  sterling«money  until  investment ;  and  as  the  deed 
recited  the  investment,  and  the  1000/.  was  described  a& 
a  moiety  of  the  legacy,  the  subject  of  the  assignment 
was  intelligibly,  though  not  very  accurately,  defined. 
But  authority  was  not  wanting  to  shew  that  the  assign- 
ment of  the  legacy  would  pass  all  the  subsequent  accre- 
tions which  it  had  received  in  its  state  of  investment. 
The  case  of  Courtney  v.  Ferrers  {a)  was  precisely  in 
point.  There  a  policy  of  assurance,  described  as  a 
policy  for  the  sum  of  3000/.  on  the  life  of  A.,  was  as- 
signed by  a  settlement  to  trustees,  with  a  power  given 
to  B.  to  dispose  of  it  by  will.  j5.,  after  reciting  the 
setdement,  bequeathed  1000/.,  part  of  the  sum  of  3000/., 
to  A.J  and  the  remaining  sum  of  2000/.  to  C.  At  A.*s 
death  the  sum  due  on  the  policy  had  increased  by 
bonuses  to  the  sum  of  9000/. ;  and  it  was  held  that  the 
whole  fruits  of  the  policy  were  subject  to  the  trusts  of 
the  setdement,  and  passed  by  the  bequests  to  A.  and  C. 
in  proportion  to  their  legacies.  The  argument,  founded 
on  the  contingent  nature  of  the  Plaintiff's  interest,  and  on 
the  absurdity  of  supposing  that,  if  the  Plaintiff  had  sur- 
vived his  brother,  the  Defendant  could  have  claimed  the 
Plaintiff's  increased  interest  under  the  will,  had  no  ap- 
plication, because  the  1000/.  assigned  was  expressly 
described  as  a  moiety  of  the  2000/.  Neither  was  there 
any  reason  for  supposing,  considering  the  several  recitals 
and  the  whole  frame  of  the  instrument,  that,  if  the  in- 
vestment had  produced  a  sum  less  than  the  1000/.,  the 
Defendant  could  have  successfully  maintained  an  action 

of 

(a)  1  jSSot.  137. 
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of  coveDant  for  the  diiFerence.     The  observations  which        1837* 
were  applicable  to  the  first  assignment,  applied  equally    ^"^^^^ 
to  the  second. 

Mr.  Setofij  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Tifiney,  in  reply. 


9, 

Bono. 


Tie  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Ju/y  ss. 

The  deed  which  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  exe- 
cuted does  not  seem  to  me  to  have  been  properly 
framed  to  meet  the  views  of  either  of  the  parties.  If, 
as  it  is  contended  by  the  Defendant,  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  deed  to  assign  the  stock  in  which  the  sum  of 
1000/.  had  been  invested,  the  deed  is  not  properly  framed 
to  give  effect  to  that  intention,  for  it  contains  no  ex- 
pression directly  applicable  to  that  state  of  circum- 
stances, nor  is  there  any  assignment  of  the  funds  in 
which  the  legacy  was  invested.  If,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  intention  of  the  parties  was  such  as  the  Plaintiff  con- 
tends, it  is  most  extraordinary  that  no  provision  should 
be  made  by  the  deed  as  to  the  surplus  value  of  the  stock 
after  payment  of  the  1000/. 

The  Plaintiff  was  entitled,  together  with  his  brother, 
to  a  contingent  interest  in  a  legacy  of  2000/.,  forming 
part  of  a  sum  of  20,000/.,  which,  according  to  the  di- 
rections of  the  will,  was  to  be  invested  in  S  per  cent, 
consolidated  annuities  within  three  months  after  the  tes- 
tator's decease.  What  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to,  was 
not  literally  a  contingent  legacy  of  the  sum  of  1000/., 
but  a  share  of  the  stock  in  which  the  whole  20,000/. 
had,  in  pursuance  of  the  will,  been  invested,  correspond- 
ing to  the  value  of  this  sum  of  lOOOiL  Being  so  entitled, 
and  being  desirous  of  selling  his  contingent  reversionary 

Vol.  IL  L  interest, 
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1837*       interest,  he  published  these  particulars  of  sale.     (His 
Lordship  read  the  particulars  of  sale.) 

According  to  these  particulars  of  sale,  he  offered  to 
sell  his  interest  in  1000/.  principal  money  invested  in  3 
per  cent,  consols  :  the  rights  therefore,  which  he  repre- 
sented himself  to  be  entitled  to,  was  not  to  sterling 
money,  but  to  the  investment. 

The  Defendant  having  become  the  purchaser  of  this 
interest  at  the  sale,  the  Plaintiff  executed  an  indenture 
which  recites,  &c.     (His  Lordship  read  the  recitals.) 

Hitherto  there  appears  to  be  no  ambiguity,  but  when 
we  come  to  the  assignment,  instead  of  assigning,  as 
might  be  expected  from  the  recitals,  all  that  legacy  of 
1000/.  so  invested  in  stock,  he  assigns  all  that  sum  of 
1000/.  sterling,  being  one  moiety  of  the  said  legacy  or 
sum  of  2000/.  bequeathed  by  the  will.  Now,  notwith- 
standing this  word  sterlings  which  is  the  only  word  cre- 
ating any  ambiguity,  considering  that  it  is  explained 
by  the  following  words,  which  describe  the  1000/.  ster- 
ling as  a  moiety  of  the  legacy  bequeathed  by  the  will, 
the  impression  upon  my  mind  is,  that  the  parties  did 
mean  the  1000/.  in  its  state  of  investment ;  and,  if  that 
was  meant,  the  word  sterling  is  not  of  such  importance 
as  to  outweigh  the  other  circumstances  by  which  the 
effect  of  the  instrument  is  to  be  determined.  I  am  of 
opinion,  therefore,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 
the  relief  which  he  asks,  and  that  the  bill  must  be  dis- 
missed; but  there  is  so  much  ambiguity  in  the  case, 
that  I  think  it  must  be  dismissed  without  costs. 
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STAFFORD  v.  HIGGINBOTHAM.  ^Zfe^/ 

Aug.  5. 

^jnHE  bill  was  filed  to  establish  a  will,  and  to  have  The  general 

the  personal  estate,  and  the  produce  of  the  real  JJji^y*i,j^*'  * 

estate  of  the  testator,  applied  according  to  the  trusts  sues  or  de- 

thereof.     Bobert  BaU,  who  was  the  heir  at  law  of  the  ^^!^^IZ\\ 

testator,  was  made  a  party  Defendant;  and  being  in  have  only 

contempt,  he  obtained  an  order  of  the  Court,  under  the  he  has  paid  or 

IW.^.  c.  36.,  to  defend  in  forma  pauperis^  without  pay-  become  Jiable 

iDg  the  costs  which  he  had  incurred.     By  his  answer,  the  Court  has 

Ball  disputed  the  validity  of  the  will,  insisting  that  it  g^^^'II'^''^"*'* 

was  attested  by  only  two  witnesses.     At  the  hearing,  An  heir  at 

the  will  was  established  against  him ;  and,  on  dismissing  ^/^^^^^ 

the  bill  against  him,  a  question  was  raised  whether  he  P^pt^  in  a 

was  entitled  to  dives  costs,  or  to  such  costs  only  as  he  establish  a 

had  actually  incurred.  ^^l*  w"  held, 

•^  -•  under  the  cir- 

cumstances, 

Mr.  flflff,  for  the  Defendant  Ball,  cited   WaUopv.  to  be  entitled 

*         only  to'pauper 
Wdrbmion{a)j  as  an  authority  to  shew  that,  where  a  costs. 

party  defending  in  /ormd  pauperis  was  entitled  to  re- 
ceive costs,  his  costs  were  to  be  taxed  in  the  usual 
manner  as  dives  costs.  This  was  a  proceeding  in  in- 
vitum;  and  where  an  heir  at  law  was  brought  into 
Court,  for  the  advantage  of  the  Plaintiff,  to  have  the  will 
established  against  him,  the  Court  always  treated  him 
with  indulgence.  If  he  cross-examined  the  Plaintiff's 
witnesses,  he  was  entided,  as  of  course,  to  his  costs, 
whether  the  will  were  established  or  not;  White  v. 
Wilson  (ft).  The  Court  had  a  discretion  as  to  the  costs 
to  be  allowed  to  persons  suing  or  defending  in  forma 
pauperis ;  Battrai/  v..  George  (c) ;  and  in  the  case  of  an 

heir 

(a)  8  Cox,  409.  (c)  16  Vet.  233. 


{fi)  I^  Vea.  87. 
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heir  at  law,  that  discretion  ought  to  be  exercised  in 
faTour  of  the  pauper. 

Mr.  Temple,  conirij  said  it  would  be  a  strange  anomaly 
if  a  pauper,  who  never  paid  costs,  were  entitled  to 
receive  dives  costs.  At  any  rate,  if  it  were  held  that  he 
was  so  entitled,  the  costs  which  he  had  incurred,  be- 
fore he  obtained  the  order  to  defend  in  for7n&  pauperis^ 
ought  to  be  deducted  from  the  costs  which  he  was  to 
receive. 


Jultf  6, 


Aug.S, 


The  matter  stood  over  upon  an  understanding  that, 
if  the  costs  which  he  had  incurred  before]  the  order  to 
defend  in  forma  pauperis  was  made,  exceeded  the  costs 
he  was  to  receive,  when  taxed  in  the  ordinary  way,  the 
bill  should  bQ  dismissed  against  him  without  costs. 

On  a  subsequent  day,  the  question  was  again  raised, 
and  his  Lordship  said  he  would  look  into  the  cases, 
before  he  decided  the  point. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  was,  whether  an  heir  at  law  who  had 
defended  in  forma  pauperis,  and  was  entitled  to  costs, 
should  have  the  same  costs  as  if  he  had  not  defended 
in  form&  pauperis,  or  only  such  costs  as  should  reimburse 
him  for  expenses  actually  incurred. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  a  party,  who  sues  or  defends 
in  forma  pauperis,  shall  have  only  such  costs  as  he  has 
paid  or  become  liable  to  pay. 

Cases  have  occurred  in  which  the  Court  has  given 
larger  costs,  and  the  authorities  cannot  easily  be  recon- 
ciled.    Lord  Eldon  stated  the  result  of  them  to  be,  that 

the 
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the  Court  had  a  discretion  in  each  case.  And  the 
question  is,  whether  there  are  any  circumstances  to 
take  this  case  out  of  the  ordmary  rule,  so  as  to  entitle 
the  Defendant  to  costs  beyond  those  which  the  ordinary 
rule  gives  him.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  there 
are  any  such  circumstances,  and  therefore  the  Defend- 
ant roust  have  such  costs  only  as  have  been  called 
pauper  costs. 


See»  in  addition  to  the  cases  ▼.  Rut9elj  1  Dkh  427.    Blanch" 

dted,    ScaUhmer  v,"  Foulkard,  arJv.JTiflic^.Exch.  cited  16  Fri. 

1  Eq.  Co,  Abr,  195.    AngeU  ▼.  235.    Frost  w.  Preston,  16  Fes, 

Smiiik,  Prec.inCka.2l9.  Denn  160.  Beames  miCosU^Ul. 
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AprU  10,  H.     The  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  CAIUS  CoUege. 

18. 

May  51-      rpms  information  was  filed  by  the  Attorney-General, 
contemplating  at  the  relation  of  William  Beeoes  and  others,  against 

that  a  fixed      ^j^g   master  and   fellows   of  Gonville  and    Caius  Col- 
annual  income 
of  850/.  would  1^« 

arise  from  the  .      ,.         ,       ^     ,.     -^      ^  .     i.- 

investment  of  5000/.,  which  annual  income  he  directed  to  be  distnbuted  by  his 
supervisors  in  the  manner  directed  by  hit  will,  gave  to  his  executors  and  other 
persons  certain  property,  and  directed  them,  after  his  death,  to  erect  a  grammar- 
school  for  the  instruction  of  five  score  scholars ;  and  he  ordered  six  tenemenu  to 
be  built  for  six  almsfolk,  and  ordained  six  fellowships  and  scholarship*  to  be 
founded  in  Caiut  College.  He  then  appointed  the  roaster  and  fellows  of  CaUu 
College  to  be  the  supervisors  of  his  will,  and  willed  that  the  master  and  four  senior 
fellows  should  perform  all  that  was  appointed  to  be  done  by  the  supervisors,  and 
he  gave  to  the  master  and  four  senior  fellows  for  their  puns,  yearly,  the  sums  of 
money  afterwards  appointed  to  them.  I)e  then  gave  particular  sums,  amounting 
in  the  whole  to  245/.  14s.  8d,  (among  which  were  a  sum  of  5/.  to  the  master,  and 
30s,  each  to  the  four  senior  fellows),  and  he  willed  that  the  remainder  of  the  250/. 
per  annum  should  be  from  time  to  time  bestowed  in  such  charitable  uses  as  his 
executors  for  their  times,  and,  after,  his  supervisors,  should  think  fit. 

The  sum  of  5000/.,  given  by  the  will,  was  invested  in  land,  and  the  rents  had 
increased  greatly  beyond  the  250/.  originally  contemplated  by  the  testator. 

Held,  that  the  master  and  four  senior  fellows  took  the  remainder  of  the  250/. 
upon  trust  for  charitable  purposes,  exclusive  of  any  application  of  it  to  thdr  own 
benefit;  and  that  they  were  entitled  to  a  proportion  of  the  surplus  rents  in  respect 
of  the  'gi^  of  the  remainder,  pro  ratH,  with  the  other  specified  objects  of  the 
testator's  bounty.  ...  .       ^.     .    .  ,.    . 

Principles  upon  which  the  Court  proceeds  in  the  exercise  of  its  junsdiction  over 
charitable  foundations,  and  in  the  application  of  relief,  where  the  funds  have  for  a 
long  period  been,  without  corrupt  intention,  misapplied  by  the  trustees : 

The  Court  considers  not  only  the  terms  of  the  gift,  but  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  gift  was  accepted,  and  the  foundation  established. 

A  college  is  under  no  obligation  to  accept  an  accession  to  its  foundation,  or  any 
other  trust;  but,  if  it  does  accept  it  without  any  arrangement  made  for  a  modifi« 
cation  at  the  time  of  acceptance,  it  is  bound  to  adhere  strictly  to  the  trust. 

If  there  are  questions  upon  the  original  instrument  of  foundation,  and  an  ar^ 
rangement  be  made  at  the  time  of  acceptance,  and  is  evidenced  either  by  con- 
temporaneous instruments,  or  even  by  constant  siibsequent  usage,  which  may  be 
considered  as  evidence  of  such  arrangement,  the  Court  will  not  disturb  it,  though 
in  its  own  view  of  the  original  instrument,  that  arrangement  was  in  effect  not 

Wherethe  founders  of  charitable  institutions  have  thought  fit  to  appoint  colleges 
to  be  trustees  of  their  foundations,  the  Court  is  not  at  liberty  to  interfere  with  the 
will  of  the  founder  in  that  respect,  upon  the  notion  that,' when  individuals  are 
trustees,  there  is  a  greater  personal  responsibility. 

Where  there  had  been  great  errors  and  misapplications  of  the  charitable  funds 
committed  by  the  trustees  and  their  predecessors  for  two  centuries,  but  no  cor- 
rupt or  improper  motive  was  imputed  to  them,   the  Court  refused  to  appoint 
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lege  in  the  University  of  Cambridge^  and  against  the        1837. 

master  and  other  members  of  the  College  in  their  indi-     ^J^j[f^^ 

vidual  capacities,  and  against    Mr.  Bailey^  the  school*     Attorney- 

master  of  a  free  grammar-school,  founded  by  Dr.  Ste-      ^^^^^^^ 

phen  Perse,  the  testator  in  the  cause.     The  information        Caius 

prayed  an  accoiint  of  the  property  belonging  to,  or         °  ^** 

applicable  to  the  purposes  of  the  charity  founded  by  And  in  con-* 

Dr.  Perse,  which  had  been  possessed  by  the  master  and  ^"leration  of 

fellows  of  the  College ;  and  a'declaration  that  the  income  accumulation 

thereof  was  applicable  to  the  charitable  purposes  de-  ^^'''^cha- 

dared  in  the  will  of  Dr.  Perse,  and  of  George  GriffUh,  perty,  the 

and  particularly  in  support  of  the  free  grammar-school,  ^^  ^^    ® 

and  the  maintenance  of  the  master  and  usher  thereof;  economy  of 

and  that  the  rents  of  certain  hereditaments  in  Free  School  and  of  other 

Lane  in  Cambridge,  were  exclusively  applicable  to  the  circumstances, 

support  of  the  school,  and  of  the  master  and  usher.     The  notwithstand* 

information  also  prayed,  that  the  master  and  fellows  in  '^hi'hVd*^" 

their  corporate  capacity,  and  the  other  Defendants  per-  been  com- 

sonally  might  answer  for  such  part  of  the  income  as  JJ'^gj  ^^  l^^ 

bad  been  improperly  applied;  and  that  the  master  and  trustees  their 

fellows  of  the  College,  and  the  master  and  four  senior  suit  out  of  the 

fellows  thereof  miffht  be  removed  from  the  oflBce  of  [""^f  ^*"*ch 

trustees  and  supervisors  of  the  will,  at  least  so  far  as  accumulated. 

respected  the  school  and  the  management  thereof,  and  jirected'^h'^t 

the  appointment  of  the  master  and  usher  thereof,  and  in  settling  a 

that  ordinances  and  orders  might  be  made  for  the  go-  theTrammar- 

vemment  of  the  school  for  the  time  to  come.  school,  liberty' 

bhould  be 
given  to  the 

This  charity  was  founded  by  the  will  of  Dr.  Stephen  ™«»^®''  ^^  , 
•^  "^  approve  of  a 

Perse,  dated  the  27th  of  SepienAer  1615.     The  testator  plan  for  add- 

gave  certain  sums  of  money,  amounting  to  5000/.,  to  be  in^^ritin*^''°d 

advanced  by  way  of  loan  to  ^certain  corporations ;  and,  arithmetic  to 

contemplating  that  a  fixed  annual  income  of  250/.  would  grammai^'and 

arise  therefrom,  he  directed  the  same  to  be  distributed  ^^^^^  learning 

by  hia  supervisors  in  the  manner  directed  by  his  will,  taught  in  a 

He  then  gave  to  his  executors,  and  other  persons  cer-  grammar^ 

L  4  tain 


isk 
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tain  property  in  Cambridge^  and  directed  them,  after 
his  death,  to  erect  and  build  a  convenient  house  to  be 
used  for  a  grammar-school,  with  a  lodging  chamber 
for  the  master  and  another  for  the  usher;  and  be  wffled 
that  five  score  scholars  born  in  Cambridge^  Bamwett, 
Chesterton^  and  Trumpingtcni  and  no  more  nor  any 
other,  should  be  in  the  free  school  taught  and  instructedf 
and  those  freely.  He  then  ordered  to  be  built  six 
tenements  for  the  habitation  of  six  poor  aJmsfolk,  and 
ordained  six  fellowships  and  six  scholarships  to  be 
founded  and  settled  in  GomiUe  and  Cants  Coll^^  to 
be  called  Dr.  Pers^s  fellows  and  scholars.  He  ap- 
pointed the  master  and  fellows  of  the  foundation  of  the 
college  to  be  supervisors  of  his  will,  and  willed  that  the 
master  and  four  senior  fellows  should  execute  and  per- 
form all  that  was  appointed  to  be  done  by  the  super-* 
visors;  and  he  gave  to  the  master  and  four  senior 
fellows  for  their  pains,  yearly,  the  sums  of  money  after- 
wards appointed  to  them*  The  will  then  proceeded  to 
direct  the  application  of  the  250/.  per  annum,  as  fol« 
lows :  — 


<<  Item,  I  will  that  the  said  250/.  per  annum  to  be' 
received  as  aforesaid,  yearly  by  my  supervisors,  to  be 
by  them  yearly  paid  out  in  ^uch  sort  to  such  persons 
and  purposes  as  by  this  my  will  is  appointed  to  be^ 
paid  in  perpetuity,  at  the  two  feasts  of  St.  Michael 
and  the  Annuticiatian  yearly,  by  equal  portions.  Item, 
to  the  schoolmaster  of  my  free  school  ML  p^r  annum, 
and  to  the  usher  20/.  per  annum  for  ever.  (He  then 
proceeded  to  give  other  particular  sums,  amounting  in  the 
whole  to  243/.  14^.  8£,  among  which  were  the  follow- 
ing :  — )  Item,  to  the  master,  fellows,  and  scholars  of 
the  said  College,  towards  the  reparations  of  the  buildings 
of  the  said  College,  now  built  and  hereafter  to  be  built, 
and  increase  of  their  stock,  61.  IBs.  ^d.     Item,  to  the 

master 
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maiter  of  Qonville  and  Cuius  College  for  the  time  being, 
S/.  yearly  ibr  ever;  and  to  the  foar  senior  fellows  of 
the  ancient  foundation  of  the  said  College  from  time  to 
time  30if.  a  piece  yearly,  for  ever.  [The.  testator  then 
disposed  of  the  remainder  of  the  2S0L  as  follows:] 
The  remainder  of  the  said  250^  per  annum,  I  will,  shall 
be  fiom  time  to  time  bestowed  in  such  charitable  uses 
as  my  executors  for  their  times,  and,  after,  my  super- 
visors shall  think  fit" 


1887. 


The 

ATTOBNXr*  • 
V. 

Caius 
Coliegck 


He  appointed  Valentine  Carey,  Martin  Perse,  and 
Robert  ^icer  to  be  executors,  and  contemplating  the 
possibility  of  the  intended  loans  not  being  effected,  he, 
in  that  case^  empowered  his  executors  to  invest  the 
5000/.  in  the  purchase  of  land  to  produce  an  income  of 
2502.  a  year,  uUra  reprises,  to  be  purchased  or  taken 
in  mortmain,  or  to  such  uses  and  to  such  feoffees,  or  in 
such  manner  as  by  his  executors  or  the  survivor  of 
them,  and,  after  their  time,  by  his  supervisors  should  be 
thought  fit,  so  always  as  the  yearly  revenue  thereof  might 
be,  yearly  from  time  time  received,  laid  out,  and  paid 
in  such  manner,  to  such  uses,  intents,  and  purposes,  and 
to  such  persons  as  before  in  his  will  was  appointed  to 
be  paid  in  perpetuity ;  and  at  the  end  of  his  will  he 
ordained  that,  after  the  death  of  his  executors,  the 
master  and  fellows  of  the  College  should  be  executors 
of  his  will,  and  should  perform  whatever  his  former 
executors  should  leave  unperformed ;  provided,  however, 
that  the  master  and  four  senior  fellows  should,  after 
the  death  of  the  first  named  executors,  have  the  order- 
ing, disposing,  election  and  appointment  of  all  things 
appointed  to  his  executors  or  supervisors  by  hb  wilK 

The  corporations,  to  whom  the  testator  desired  that      ^ 
the  50002^  should  be  advanced  by  way  of  loan,  declined 
to  accept  the  same ;  and  that  sum  was,  in  pursuance  of 

the 
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the  directions  of  the  testator  in  case  the  loans  should 
not  be  accepted,  invested  in  the  purchase  of  land,  and 
the  land  so  purchased  was  conveyed  to  the  master  and 
fellows  upon  the  trusts  of  the  will.  The  income  arising 
from  this  property  had  increased  from  the  sum  of  2502. 
originally  contemplated  by  the, testator,  to  upwards  of 
20002.  a  year. 


It  was  admitted  at  the  bar,  on  the  part  of  the 
Defendants,  that  great  errors  and  irregularities  had 
been  committed  in  the  management  of  the  property,  in 
the  distribution  of  the  income,  and  particularly  in  the 
conduct  and  management  of  the  school ;  and  a  reference 
for  a  scheme  was  not,  therefore,  resisted. 


The  principal  questions  raised  upon  the  information 
were — first,  whether  the  master  and  four  senior  fellows 
took,  under  the  bequest  of  the  remainder  of  the  250/., 
the  whole  surplus  income  after  payment  of  the  specific 
bequests,  as  trustees  for  such  charitable  purposes  as  they 
thought  fit,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  College,  if  they 
so  thought  fit  to  exercise  their  discretion ;  or  whether 
they  took  only,  under  the  gift  of  the  remainder  of  the 
2502.,  a  rateable  proportion  of  the  surplus  income  with 
the  other  objects  of  the  specific  bequests,  as  trustees  for 
charitable  purposes,  exclusive  of  an  application  of  it  to 
their  own  benefit.  Secondly,  if  the  latter  were  the  right 
construction  of  the  will,  whether  the  Collie  was  not 
entitled,  under  a  deed  of  arrangement  between  the  heir 
and  executor  of  the  founder  and  the  College,  to  dispose 
of  the  whole  income.  Thirdly,  whether  the  master  and 
four  senior  fellows  ought  not  to  be  removed  from  their 
oflSice  of  trustees ;  fourthly,  whether,  as  against  the  master 
and  one  of  the  senior  fellows,  the  account  ought  not  to 
be  carried  back  beyond  the  period  at  which  the  inform- 
ation was  filed. 

On 
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On  the  first  point,  in  support  of  the  argument  for  a 
rateable  apportionment  of  the  surplus  rente  between  the 
specified  objecte  of  the  testator's  bounty  and  the  master 
and  four  senior  fellows  as  trustees  of  the  remainder  of - 
the  2502.,  the  distinction  between  a  gift  of  unascertained 
residae,  and  a  gift  of  the  remainder  of  a  specific  sum, 
was  relied  upon,  and  Dyose  t.  Dyose  (a),  Page  v.  Leap^ 
tngwen{b)y     The   Attorney-General   v.    The    Mercer^ 
Company  (c).    Tie  Attomey-General  v.  The  Bishop  of 
Uandaff'yfere  cited  (d)«     On  the  other  side  Dancers  v. 
Manning  {e\    The  Aitomey^General  v.  Skinners*  Com- 
pony  {g)f  T^  Altomey-Genetal  v.  The  Corporation  cf 
BrisM  (//},  (where  Lord  Eldon  examines  all  the  cases 
on  this  subject)  *,  The  Attorney-General  v.  Gascoigne  (t). 

The 

(a)  1  P.  JVms. 305,  (e)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  IS.  S.  C7- 1  Car, 

(*)  IS  r«.463,  205. 

(c)  2  Biigh,  N.  S.  165.  (g)  8  Jlutt.  407. 

(rf)  cited    in    AUomey-Oene^         {h)  2J.^  IV.519, 
rmi  ▼.   Jranmougem'  Company^         {i)  a  Afylne^  Keen,  647. 
2  Mylne  4*  Keen,  583. 


18S7. 


*  '^  In  7^  AUomeyGeneral 
v.  The  Corporation  of  Bristol** 
says  Lord  Eldon,  *'  I  took  a  great 
deal  of  pains  with  this  subject ; 
and  give  roe  leave  to  say  that, 
looking  back  to  my  judicial  con- 
ducty  I  hope  with  no  undue  par- 
tiality or  self-indulgence,  I  can 
never  be  deprived  of  the  comfort 
I  receive^  when  I  recollect  that, 
in  great  and  important  cases>  I 
have  endeavoured  to  sift  all  the 
principles  and  rules  of  law  to 
the  bottom,  for  the  purpose  of 
laying  down  in.  each  new  and 
important  case  as  it  arises,  some- 
thing,  in  the  first  place,  which 
may  satisfy  those,  who  are  con- 
cerned as  parties^  that  I  have 
taken  pains  to  do  my  duty; 
something,  in  the  second  place, 


which  may  inform  those,  who,  a» 
counsel,  are  to  take  care  of  the 
interests  of  their  clients,  what 
the  reasons  are  upon  which  I 
have  proceeded,  and  may  en- 
able them  to  examine  whether 
justice  has  been  done;  and,  fur- 
ther, something  which  may  con- 
tribute towards  laying  down  a 
rule,  so  as  to  save  those  who 
may  succeed  to  me  in  this  great 
situation  much  of  that  labour 
which  I  have  had  to  undergo, 
by  reason  of  cases  having  been 
not  so  determined,  and  by  reason 
of  a  due  exposition  of  the  grounds 
of  judgment  not  having  been  sa 
stated."  TheAUorney-General^, 
The  Skmnert*  Company,  -2  Bust^ 
457. 


IM 
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7%e  Aftcrney^General  y.  Johnson  {a\  The  Attorney^ 
General  v.  Catherine  HaU  (i),  T%e  Attomey-General  v. 
Brazen  Nose  College  (c),  and  In  re  Jordeyris  Charity  ((f), 
i  <nted* 


On  the  second  point,  The  Attomey-General  v.  Pern* 
broke  HaU  {e)  ^fn^  relied  upon  by  the  Defendants. 

On  the  other  points,  The  Attomey^General  v.  Cor^ 
poration  4^ East  Betfbrd  {g)  was  cited  in  support  of  the 
information,  and  Drummond  v.  The  Duke  of  St.  Albans  (h)^ 
The  Attorney-General  v.  The  Dean  of  Christ  Church  (i). 
The  Attomey'-General  v.  TTie  Mayor  of  Exeter  (i), 
Davis  V.  S^mrling  (/),  and  Jemmit  v.  Ferril  (m),  were 
cited  for  the  Defendants. 

The  Attomey-Oeneral  v.  771^  Haberdasher^  Camr 
P^^  {^\  ^^  Attomey-General  v.  Dixie  {o\  and  the 
Attorney-General  v.  Gascoigne  (p)j  were  cited  as 
authorities  for  the  introduction  of  reading,  writing,  and 
other  elementary  learning  into  the  scheme  for  the 
grammar-school. 


May  5U  T^  Master  ^the  Rolls. 

It  appears  from  the  will  that  the  testator,  having 
several  benevolent  purposes  in  view,  intended  them  to 

be 


(a)  Amhl.  190. 
(5)  */ac.381. 

{c)SBSgh,  N.  S.  377.;  and 
S  Gark  ^  Fmn.  295. 

(d)  1  Mykie  4>  KeeH,4ie. 

[e)  2Sm.^  5/ti.441. 
(g)  8  Mylne  4*  Keen,  35. 
(A)  srei.435. 


(t)  9EwMt.3QU 

Ik)  3Ruu.3$2. 

(0  1  Euss,  4*  iMynr,  64. 

(m)  if  m5/.  585.  d.,  ^Am^s  edit. 

(f»)  5Ryti.SS0. 

lo)  Ibid.S34.n. 

{p)  ^  Mfflne  4*  Keen,^&2* 
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be  carried  into  effect  by  means  of  the  Coll '^e  of  whioll 
he  had  been  a  fellow. 

His  principal  object,  however,  appears  to  have  been        ^^^ 
to  establish  a  free  gran^mar-school  in  Cambridge.    He        Gaivb 
gave  the  land  on  which  the  school  was  to  be  built,  and  *^ 

directed  his  executors  to  build  it :  he  further  directed 
that  boys  educated  in  the  school  should  have  a  prefer- 
ence in  the  election  of  the  scholars  on  his  foundation, 
and  intimated,  rather  than  expressed,  a  wish  that  his 
fellows  might,  by  sufficient  authori^,  be  incorporated 
into  the  body  of  the  Collie.  He  gave  to  the  school- 
master and  usher,  and  to  the  scholars  and  fellows  of  his 
foundation,  different  sums,  amounting  in  the  whole  to 
144/.,  making  considerably  more  than  half  of  the  whole 
revenue ;  and  the  whole  scheme  appears  to  me  to  indi- 
cate an  earnest  desire  to  encourage  the  school  in  close 
connection  with  the  College. 

The  master,  fellows,  apd  scholars,  or,  as  in  another 
pbce  he  calls  them,  the  master  Imd  fellows  of  the  found- 
ation, are  appointed  the  supervisors  of  his  will,  and  his 
executors,  after  the  death  of  the  persons  first  appointed. 
But  he  wills  that  the  master  and  four  senior  fellows  do, 
at  all  times,  execute  and  perform  every  thing  in  his  will 
appointed  to  be  done  by  the  supervisors.  He  gives  to 
them  certain  annual  sums  of  money,  expressly  *<  for 
their  pains ; "  and,  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  will,  he 
provides  that  only  the  master  and  four  senior  fellows 
shall,  after  the  death  of  his  executors,  have  the  order- 
ing, disposing^  election  and  appointment  of  all  things 
appointed  to  his  executors  or  supervisors  by  his  will.*' 
The  Master  and  four  senior  fellows  are,  therefore,  in . 
efiect  trustees  of  the  will,  and  of  this  charitable  found- 
ation to  be  carried  on  in  connection  with  the  College. 
The  power,  however,  of  expelling  fellows  and  scholars 

is 
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is  expressly   given  to  the  master  and  twelve  senior 
fellows. 

It  may  not  unreasonably  be  supposed  tbat»  in  estab- 
lidiing  the  close  connection  which  he  did  between  the 
school  and  the  Coll^;e,  the  testator  intended  to  do  that 
which  would  be  beneficial  to  both.     What  pecuniary 
benefit  he  intended  for  the  College,  is  to  be  collected 
from  the  terms  of  his  will,  and  the  mode  in  which  he 
has  directed  the  distribution  of  the  fixed  revenue  of 
250/.  a  year  which  he  contemplated.     The  particular 
sums,  of  which  he  directed  the  application,  amounted  in 
the  whole  to  24S/.  lU.  Sd^  leaving  ft  remainder  of 
6L  58,  ^d*  Amongst  the  particular  sums  which  he  gave, 
were  6L  135.  4tf.  towards  the  reparation  of  the  buildings 
of  the  College  then  built,  or  thereafter  to  be  built,  and 
the  increase  of  their  stock;  the  sum  of  3/.  to  the  master 
of  the  College,  and  the  sum  of  ^305.  to  each  of  the  four 
senior  fellows  of  the  ancient  foundation;  and  he  gave 
the  remainder  of  the  250/.   to   be  bestowed  in  such 
charitable  uses  as  his  executors  for  their  time^  and  after, 
his  supervisors  should  think  fit. 


On  the  construction  of  the  will,  I  think  that,  in  the 
gift  of  the  6/.  135.  4^.,  the  testator  treated  the  College 
as  an  object  of  his  bounty ;  but,  in  giving  the  particular 
sums  to  the  master  and  four  senior  fellows,  it. scarcely 
appears  that  he  intended  to  treat  them  in  that  character. 
He  imposed  on  them  an  onerous  duty,  and,  having  re- 
gard to  the  words  used  in  a  preceding  part  of  the  will, 
namely,  *^  I  give  to  the  said  master  and  four  senior 
fellows^  for  their  pains  respectively  for  ever,  the  sums  of 
money  appointed  to  them  by  this  my  will,  desiring  them 
to  see  the  uses  of  this  my  will  duly  performed,"  I  think 
it  appears  that  he  meant  to  give  them,  not  a  mere 
bounty,  but  a  remuneration  for  the  services  which  he 

intended 
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intended  them  to  render.  And,  as  to  the  remainder, 
I  consider  it  to  be  no  beneficial  gift  to  the  College,  but 
a  specific  direction  to  bestow  it  in  such  charitable  uses 
as  the  supervisors  should  think  fit;  and  I  think  that 
this  direction  does  not  entitle  the  master  and  four  senior 
fellows  to  apply  any  part  of  the  remainder  to  their  own  ex- 
dusiye  use.  Being  the  acting  supervisors  and  trustees  of 
the  fond,  it  was  their  their  right  and  duty,  as  such  trus- 
tees, to  apply  the  remainder  to  charitable  uses ;  but,  being 
trustees,  I  am  of  opinion  that  they  were  not  entitled  to 
make  themselves  partakers  of  the  benefit. 


1837- 


This  appears  to  me  to  be  the  construction  of  the  will, 
having  regard  to  the  fixed  income  which  the  testator 
contemplated;  and  I  do  not  think  that  the  efiect  is 
materially  varied  by  the  subsequent  clause  of  the  will 
in  which  the  testator  contemplated  a  purchase  of  land 
in  lieu  of  the  particular  investment  of  the  5000/.  which 
he  intended  to  be  made.  He  desires  that  the  purchased 
land  should  produce  250/.  a  year  beyond  reprises ;  but 
he  fixes  the  trust  upon  the  yearly  revenue  of  the  land, 
and  directs  the  same  to  be  '*  p^d  in  such  manner,  to 
such  uses,  intents,  and  purposes  as  before  in  his  said 
will  was  appointed  to  be  paid  in  perpetuity;"  and 
although,  upon  the  construction  of  the  will,  with  refer- 
ence to  the  increased  revenue,  it  may  be  doubtful 
whether  we  ought  to  consider  the  remainder  spoken  of 
by  the  testator  as  the  fixed  sum  of  61.  Ss.  4 J.  (being  the 
residue  of  the  250/.  a  year  after  deducting  the  particular 
payments  appointed  by  the  testator)  or  as  the  same 
sum  together  with  its  proportional  increase  in  reference 
to  the  augmentation,  or  the  whole  residue  of  the  aug- 
mented income  after  deducting  the  fixed  payments 
directed  by  the  will,  yet,  in  any  view  of  the  case,  it 
appears  to  me  that  the  only  power,  which  the  master 
and  four  senior  fellows  could  possess,  would  be  to  direct 

the 
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t)i^  cbari^ble  purposes  to  which  such  residue  should  be 
applied}  and  that  they  would  have  no  power  to  apply 
AVij  part  to  their  own  use»  any  otherwise  than  as  they 
might  be  partakers  of  a  proportionate  or  proper  increase 
of  the  sum  given  to  the  College  as  a  bounty,  and  pro- 
bably to  increased  recompense  for  increased  trouble  in 
the  managing  a  property  of  increased  value. 

In  cases  of  this  nature,  however,  it  is  important  to 
look,  not  only  at  the  terms  of  the  gift,  but  also  at  the 
circumstances  under  which  the  gift  was  accepted  and 
the  foundation  established. 

It  appears  that,  very  soon  after  the  testator's  death, 
the  other  two  executors  committed  the  executorship  to 
Martin  Perse  alone,  and  that  he  alone,  in  concurrence 
with  the  College,  settled  the  foundation.  The  corpor- 
ations declined  the  loans  which  were  offered  to  them ; 
and,  on  the  17th  of  October  1616,  Martin  Perse  cove- 
nanted with  the  master  and  the  four  senior  fellows  that 
he  would,  before  Michaeljnas  then  next,  cause  to  be 
assured  so  much  land  as  should  be  of  the  yearly  value 
of  250U  above  reprises,  and  by  common  estimation 
likely  to  continue  so,  to  the  master  and  four  senior 
fellows,  for  the  performance  of  the  good  uses  intended 
by  Ihe  will ;  and  would,  before  the  same  time,  cause  to 
be  erected  the  free-school,  alms-houses,  and  causeway 
mentioned  in  the  will. 


Some  time  after  this,  Martin  Perse  purchased  from 
Sir  Thomas  Bendishe^  for  5000/.,  the  manor  of  Prating 
and  other  property,  which  he  afterwards  by  deed,  dated 
the  6th  oiMarch^  1618,  conveyed  to  the  master  and  six 
fellows  of  the  College,  on  trust  to  permit  the  master  and 
fellows  to  dispose  of  the  same  in  the  performance  of  the 
good  uses  expressed  in  the  will,  and  thereafter,  at  such 

con- 
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time  as  the  master  and  fellows  should  think  fit,  to  con- 
vey the  property  to  the  master  and  fellows  and  their 
successors  for  ever ;  and  by  an  indenture  of  even  date, 
Martin  Perse  covenanted  that  Sir  Thomas  Bendishe 
should  surrender  fourteen  acres  of  woodland,  being 
copyhold,  to  the  use  of  the  same  trustees  upon  the  same 
trusts. 


1837. 


By  another  indenture  of  the  same  date  (6th  of  March^ 
1618),  and  made  between  Martin  Perse  of  the  first 
part,  and  the  master  and  fellows  of  the  second  part, 
the  master  and  fellows  acknowledged  that  the  property 
conveyed  to  the  trustees  was  then  of  the  yearly  value  of 
250/.,  and  they  accepted  the  conveyance  thereof  as  a 
full  satisfaction  and  performance  to  them  of  the  legacy 
of  250/.  per  annum;  and  they  released  Martin.  Perse 
and  the  executors  from  that  legacy  of  land  intended  to 
be  purchased  with  the  5000/.  This  deed,  after  pro- 
viding for  the  then  possible  case  that  the  corporations 
might  recover  some  of  th6  sums  intended  to  be  advanced 
to  them  by  way  of  loan,  contained  a  covenant  on  the 
part  of  the  master  and  fellows,  that  they  would,  out  of 
the  rents  of  the  property,  so  fur  as  the  same  would  ex- 
tend, maintain  the  good  uses  mentioned  in  the  will,  to 
be  maintained  with  the  yearly  revenue  of  250/. ;  and  that 
if,  by  wood  sale,  or  other  profit  arising  out  of  the  pro- 
perty, any  sum  of  money  should  be  raised  above  the 
yearly  revenue  of  250/.,  the  same  should  be  invested  in 
the  purchase  of  lands,  the  rents  of  which  should  be  ap- 
plied in  the  reparation  of  the  new  buildings  of  Stephen 
Perse  in  ihe  College,  and  the  free-school  and  almshouses 
in  the  town  of  Cambridge,  founded  under  the  will  of 
Stephen  Perse,  and  in  defraying  expenses  about  the  pro* 
perty,  or  concerning  the  endowment  made  by  Stephen 
Perse  by  his  will  to  the  College ;  and  lastly,  to  the  bet- 
tering of  the  said  good  uses  appointed  by  the  will  to  be 
•  Vol.  II.  M  performed 
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1887.       bwn  covenant  in  the  deed  of  1616,  erected  a  school- 

^^1^  house  and  lodgings  for  the  schoolmaster  and  usher.  "  Thi 

AfTORNEr-    school-house  and  lodgings  did  not  occupy  the  whole  of 

GBNERAt     ^jjg  j^g  destined  for  them,  and,  on  the  20th  o(  AprU 

Caids        1621,  the  executors  and  devisees  in  trust  of  Stephen 

^^^\     Perse  demised  a  portion  of  the  land  to  Robert  Altdt^ 

for  fifty-years,  for  the  purpose  of  raising  a  yearly  rent 

to  be  bestowed  for  and  towards  the  reparation  of  the 

fi'ee  school ;  and  there  can,  I  apprehend,  be  no  doubt 

dflH^the   whole  revenue   derived    from   the   property 

was  properly  applicable  to  the  purposes  of  the  school 

alone. 

In  Tehimry  1623,  ordinances  for  the  government  of 
the  school  were  made  by  the  executors  and  the  judges 
of  assize. 

^n  November  1657,  the  survivor  of  the  trustees  named 
in  the  deed  oi  March  1618,  conveyed  the  estates  therein 
comprised  to  the  master  and  fellows  of  the  College ;  but 
it  does  not  appear  that  any  thing  further  was  done  with 
the  property  in  Free  School  iMue^  or  in  whom  the  in- 
heritance of  that  property  is  now  vested. 

In  the  year  1686  Mr.  George  Griffith  gave  to  the 
master  and  fellows  100^  to  be  employed  for  a  supple- 
ment to  the  revenue  of  the  free  school. 

The  foundation  of  the  charity  being  such  as  I  have 
stated,  it  appears  from  the  proceedings  in  this  cause  that 
there  have  been  considerable  errors  and  irregularities  in 
the  mai^agement  of  the  property,  in  the  distribution  of 
the  income,  and  more  particularly  in  the 'conduct  and 
management  of  the  school.  The  Defendants  admit  at 
the  bar  that  it  has  been  so,  and  they  are  so  far  from  in- 
terposing any  obstacle  to  the  due  regulation  of  the 

charity 
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qh.fijql^  ^hat  they  offer  to  give  every  facility Jqp  ihsA 

f.    ..  '  •     .    ' 

Under  these  circumstances  it  is  clear  that  there  mu^t 
1^  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  approve  of  a  spbeme  for 
th^  pppUcati9n  of  the  income  of  the  property  belonging 
tq  t^is  fpupdationi  and  for  the  conduct  and  m^agement 
of!  tlie  sch.ooli  and  tha,t  there  must  be  an  account  of  the 
receipts  aifd  payments  of  the  Defendants.  But  the 
r^tpr^^  in  ^e  name  of  the  Attorney-General,  insist 
l^hat,.. besides  this  relief,  the  master  and  fellows  of  the 
^College  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  act  as  trustees 
of  the  property ;  and  that,  as  against  the  master,  and 
pnp  of , the  fellows,  the  account  ought  to  be  carried  much 
farther  back  than  the  filing  of  the  information.  And 
some  questions  are  raised  respecting  the  declarations 
which  ought  to  be  made  for  the  guidance  of  the  Master 
in  settling  the  scheme ;  respecting  the  proper  inquiries 
for  ascertaining  the  property,  and  respecting  the  costs  of 
the  suit. 
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Upon  the  question  whether  there  ought  to  be  new 
trustees,  I  am  of  opinion  that  I  ought  not  to  apply  to 
the  case  any  such  general  principle  or  general  reasonings 
as  have  been  urged  at  the  bar.  It  is  not  for  me  to 
consider  whether  corporations  or  colleges  are  or  are  not, 
in  a  general  view,  well  or  ill  qualified  to  be  trustees. 
The  founders  of  many  charitable  institutions  have  thought 
fit  to  appoint  colleges  to  be  trustees  of  their  foundations ; 
the  law  has  allowed  this  to  be  done,  and  courts  of  equity 
are  not,  in  my  opinion,  at  liberty  to  say  that  this  shall 
not  be  done,  upon  the  notion  that,  when  individuals  are 
trustees,  there  is  a  greater  personal  responsibility.  How 
litde  that  personal  liability  is  in  many  cases  available, 
experience  shews  us ;  but  I  consider  it  clear  that  these 
are  not  considerations,  which  this  *Court  is  at  liberty  to 

M  3  resort 


166 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


18«7. 


The 
Attorney- 
General 

9. 

Caiits 
College. 


rasort  to  on  such  questions ;  and  I  cannot  admit  the 
validity  of  the  argument,  which,  after  all  the  errors  and 
misapplications  that  upon  a  careful  examination  of  the 
original  documents  appear  to  have  been  eommitted  by 
the  present  members  of  the  College  and  their  predeceasors 
for  two  centuries  past,  affirms  that  every  error  was 
wilfully  committed,  and  infers,  from  the  total  amount  of 
them,  that  the  present  members  of  the  College  or  cor- 
poration and  their  successors  in  all  time  to  come  are 
and  will  be  incompetent  faithfhlly  to  fulfil  the  office  of 
trustees.  On  the  other  hand,  when  I  see  how  anxiously 
the  founder  in  this  case  has  connected  his  foundation 
with  the  College,  and  the  utter  impossibility  of  separating 
one  from  the  other  without  defeating  his  plain  and 
manifest  intention,  I  conceive  it  to  be  perfectly  clear 
that  the  College  cannot  be  removed  from  the  office  of 
trustees  on  any  of  the  grounds  stated,  and  it  does  not 
appear  to  me  that  the  circumstances  of  this  case  make  it 
fit  to  accede  to  the  proposal  which  has  been  made  to 
appoint  new  trustees  without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of 
the  College  as  supervisors,  or  that  any  real  advantage 
would  be  gained  by  it.  It  seems  to  me  that,  whatever 
regulations  might  be  made  in  that  respect,  the  efiective 
administration  must,  consistently  with  the  testator's 
intention,  substantially  remain  with  the  College,  and  that, 
after  all  that  can  be  done,  the  right  of  resorting  to  this 
Court  would,  as  in  other  cases  of  trust,  afibrd  the  only 
real  and  effisctive  security  for  the  due  administration  of 
the  trust. 


With  respect  to  the  accounts  as  against  the  College  and 
the  Defendants  Messrs.  DimbuUj  Mu^ave^  HouldUdk 
and  Thartellf  nothing  more  is  asked  than  an  account  from 
the  filing  of  the  information.  But  with  respect  to  the 
master  of  the  College  and  Dr.  Woodhousej  it  i%  asked  that 
they  should  be  ordered  to  reftmd  certain  sums  which 

they 
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they  have  received  beyond  the  amount  of  what 
pagmble  to  them. 


justly        1837* 


As  to  the  allegation  on  which  this  demand  is  made,  I 
am  undor  the  necessity  of  saying  that,  after  considering 
the  nature  of  this  foundation  and  the  facts  stated  in  the 
answer,  it  does»  in  my  present  view  of  the  case,  appear 
to  me  that  considerable  over-payments  were  made  to  the 
master  and  four  senior  fellows  of  the  Ck>llege  before  the 
year  1830 ;  but,  notwithstanding  that,  considering  all 
the  circumstances  of  this  case — that  the  first  deviation 
fimm  the  letter  of  the  will  in  favour  of  the  master  and 
four  senior  fellows  was  made  in  the  year  1787,  before 
the  present  master  was  made  a  member  of  the  Collfsge  — 
that  the  alterations  in  1804?  and  in  1812,  in  which  the 
present  master  concurred,  were  made  in  conjunction  with 
the  fou{  senior  fellows  at  those  times  respectively,  and 
who  are  not  now  before  the  Court— 'that  the  alteration 
in  1825,  in  which  the  present  master  and  Dr.  Woodhouse 
partook,  were  made  in  concurrence  with  three  other  senior 
fellows,  who  are  not  now  before  the  Court  and  one  of 
whom  has  been  dismissed  from  the  suit  since  its  institution 
—considering  further,  that  the  amount  which,  in  refer- 
ence to  all  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  master  and 
four  senior  fellows  might  have  been  justified  in  receiving 
has  not  been  ascertained,  but  is  now  subject  to  question, 
so  tliat  the  amount  of  over-payment  is  even  at  this  time 
unknown,  and  conceiving  that  the  excess  cannot  under 
the  circumstances  of  this  case  be  fairly  measured  by  th^ 
advance  from  the  previous  payment  —  considering  also 
that,  in  1830,  when  the  objectionable  nature  of  what 
had  been  done  was  first  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
master  and  four  senior  fellows,  a  correction  (whether 
adequate  or  not)  was  bim&Jide  undertaken  to  be  applied 
and  was  in  fact  applied — having  regard  also  to  the 
admissions,  properly  made  at  the  bar,  that  no  corruption 
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1899^  Of  mftmpfiF  /motive  is  chargeable  iigain9t  buj-  of  ^- 

^^•^^  P^ffti^&iW)  Utts  €au$e,  and  that  every  facility  is  n<m 

ATTP»^f¥A  ^r<»flin|rtMJing  the  matter  upon  a  proper  fiiotii^  I 

^***J6*M)  apfpfcq^injpo  4bat  I  should  deviate  from  tbeiprkmpiM 

CAwa .  QQf^bich  tbe  Court  has  acted  in  such  cases^  ifl-wiereto. 

^^^*^^^  d^VQCt.the  account,  to  be  carried  back  against  the  master 

apd  Dr.  Woodhome  in  the  manner  that  baa-becjn  aske4* 

.  With  respect  to  the  declarations^  which  ought  to  be 
made}  it  appears  to  me  that  they  should  be  so  far  par- 
ticular as  to  call  the  attention  of  the  Master  distinctly  to 
the  property  to  be  applied,  and  to  the  purposes  to  which 
it  is  applicable ;  and,  under  the  circumstances  of.  tUs 
case»  I  think  that  I  cannot  properly  make  a  decme 
leaving  to  the  Defendants  so  much  discretion  as  was 
done  in  the  case  of  Jemmit  v.  VerriL{a)  I  therefoiie 
propose  to  make  a  declaration  almost  in  the  termf  which, 
have  been  asked  by  the  relators  in  the  name  of  the  At* 
torney-General.    (See  declaration,  p.  170.) 

The  costs  ^of  the  suit  remain  to  be  considered.  The 
relators  must  have  their  costs  out  of  the  fund.  They 
do  not  ask  any  coats  against  the  Defendants*  but,,  they 
desire  that  all  the  Defendants  should  be  made  to  bear 
tbeir  own  costs  of  these  proceedings. 

On  what  ground  this  is  desired  against  the  Defendaqt^ 
Messrs*  TumbuU^  Musgrave^  Houldiich,  and  ThnrteH^ 
h^s  ppt  been  stated;  it  is  desired  (^inst  thp  Cqlleg^, 
*  tt)^,.m>»st«r  of  the  College  and  Dr*  Woodhoi^^ ^,q«x  ac\-: 

cg^unf .  of  tbeir  participation  in  those  ac^  whju;(f  •  fio,w, 
agp^  to  be  breaches  of  trust.  .     , 

..I.^bpial^  be  sorry  to  say  any  tiling  from  which  it 
CQuld  be  inferred  that  corporations  and  colleges  are  not 
„  .     bo,uad 

(o)  Avihl,  5BS.  n.  Biunl*i  edit. 
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buted  strictly  to  perforin  the  trusts  they  undertake; 
baDit  k  eYident  that,  in  charging  corporations  consisting 
of  flottuatiog  members,  they  cannot  be  dealt  with  as 
iadmdnal  persons ;  for,  by  doing  so,  we  should  vSsit  the 
present  lAembers  with  the  consequences  of  errors  com* 
mitted  by  their  predecessors,  whom  they  do  not  In  any 
respect  represent ;  and  in  every  case  of  this  sort,  we 
must  look  at  all  the  circumstances.  There  are  errors 
and  misapplications  such  as  have  been  dwelt  on  at  the 
bar;  all  of  them  had  their  origin  before  any  of  the  pre- 
sent Defendants  came  into  the  College ;  some  of  them 
hate  been  greatly  aggravated  since,  and.  what  has  been 
doEie  particularly  in  regard  to  the  school  and  the  school- 
house  cannot  be  considered  without  very  great  regret; 
but  it  appears  to  me  clear  from  the  answers,  that,  in 
the  ignorance  in  which  all  the  parties  were  as  to  the 
particular  regulations  which  they  ought  to  have  followed 
or  made,  they  really,  when  they  were  acting  most  erro. 
neously,  thought  themselves  acting  fairly  even  with  re- 
gard to  the  school,  and  at  liberty  to  do  all  that  they  did. 
Their  attention  was  never  seriously  drawn  to  the  subject 
tiH  the  year  1830;  and  they  then  began  to  inquire  for 
the  documents,  by  which  they  were  to  be  guided.  They 
were  prosecuting  those  inquiries,  and  obtaining  the  advice 
necessary  for  their  guidance,  when,  without  any  previous 
application  being  made  to  them,  this  information  yfas 
filed,  and  dieir  proceedings  were  arrested.  In  the  year 
laso  they  had,  without  suit,  altered  the  distribution 
which  has  been,  as  I  think,  justly  complained  of.  They 
then  dd6pted  a  new  distribution,  the  propriety  of  which 
is  e^rtainl^  open  to  question,  but  which  was  meant  to 
put  an  end  to  all  breach  of  trust ;  and,  for  any  thing 
which  I  can  clearly  see  to  the  contrary,  they  might, 
from  the  coarse  they  were  pursuing,  have  proceeded  to 
place  (as  it  undoubtedly  was  their  duty  to  place)  the 
sd!ko6l  upon  a  proper  footing  without  the  inter|K>sition 

of 
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of  this  Court.  Moreover,  notwithstanding  the  errors 
committed,  the  College,  as  trustees,  have,  by  thdr  care, 
aocnmnlated  from  the  income  of  this  property  the 
several  funds  mentioned  in  the  answer  of  Mr.  T^ttridly 
namely,  25,100/.  8  per  cent,  annuities,  £400/.  Sondi 
>Sea  annuities,  and  5000/.  Exchequer  bills,  lliis  arcu«- 
mnlation  is,  amidst  all  the  errors  which  have  been  com- 
mitted,  the  result  of  the  care  and  economy  of  the  trustees, 
and  now  remains  applicable  to  the  purposes  of  the  fi3and- 
ation,  to  the  great  advantage,  as  I  hope,  of  the  school, 
and  the  other  objects  of  the  testator's  bounty. 

Under  all  these  circumstances,  though  I  certainly 
have  hesitated  very  much,  yet,  on  the  whole,  it  appeasa 
to  me  that  I  shall  not  do  wrong  in  allowing  these  De- 
fendants their  costs  of  this  suit  out  of  the  fund  which 
has  been  accumulated  and  preserved  for  the  foundation 
by  the  care  and  economy  of  themselves  and  their  pre* 
decessors. 


Declare  that  the  lands  and  funds  now  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  College,  as  trustees  or  supervisors  of  Dr. 
Perseus  will,  except  as  to  100/.  part  of  such  fund,  are  sub* 
jecj  to  the  trusts  of  the  will  of  Dr.  Perse ;  and  that  l^e 
sum  of  lOOL  is  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  will  of  Mr. 
Qriffiih  ;  that  the  school-house  and  the  other  bouses, 
situate  in  Free  School  Lane  in  Oambridge,  together  with 
the  income  arising  firom  such  part  thereof  as  shall  not 
be  occupied  for  the  purposes  of  the  school,  and  the 
lodgings  of  the  master  and  usher,  and  the  interest  of 
the  100/.  bequeathed  by  the  will  of  Mr.  Qriffithy  are 
applicable  exclusively  to  the  purposes  of  the  will.  Refer 
it  to  the  Master  to  inquire  what  the  property,  other  than 
the  property  in  Free  School  Ixine^  and  the  100/.  be- 
queathed 
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qaeathed  by  the  will  of  Mr.  Griffith^  now  consists  of,  and 
in  whom  the  same  is  now  vested,  with  liberty  to  state 
special  circuoistances.  Declare  that  the  whole  income 
of  such  property,  after  setting  apart  a  proper  sum  to 
answer  the  contingencies,  ought  to  be  divided  amongst 
die  several  objeets  mentioned  in  the  will  of  Dr.  Pene^ 
or  such  of  them  as  are  now  subsisting;  and  that,  in  the 
distribution  of  the  income  among  such  objects,  the  ma$~ 
t6r.and  fellows  are  entitled  to  apply,  to  such  charitable 
objects  as  they  think  fit,  such  share  of  the  said  income 
as  shall  bear  to  the  whole  thereof  the  same  proportion 
as  the  sum  of  6/.  55.  ^d.  shall  bear  to  the  sum  of  250/. 
Refer  it  to  the  Master  to  approve  of  a  scheme  for  the 
general  administration  of  the  property,  and  for  the  ap-* 
plication  of  the  income  of  the  trust-fund ;  the  Master,  in 
approving  of  a  scheme  for  the  application  of  the  In- 
come, to  be  at  liberty  to  vary  the  proportions  in 
which  the  income  is  to  be  apportioned  among  the  sub- 
sisting objects  ;^nd  the  master  and  four  senior  fellows 
of  the  college  to  be  at  liberty  to  claim  an  increased 
allowance  for  their  pains.  Refer  it  to  the  Master  to 
approve  of  a  scheme  for  the  future  conduct  and  manage- 
ment of  the  school,  having  regard  to  the  share  of  the 
general  income  which  shall  be  allotted  to  the  master 
and  usher,  and  to  the  income  to  arise  from  the  pro* 
perty  in  "Free  School  Lane,  and  the  100/.  bequeathed  by 
the  will  of  Mr.  GriffUh  ;  and  the  Master,  in  settling  the 
scheme^  to  be  at  liberty  to  approve  of  a  plan  for  adding 
Hutruction  in  writing  and  arithmetic  to  instruction  in 
grammar,  and  other  learning  fit  to  be  taught  in  a  gram- 
mar sdiooL  The  Attorney-General  and  the  Defendants 
to  be  at  liberty  to  propose  schemes  for  the  purposes 
afiiresmd,  for  the  consideration  of  the  Master. 


1887. 
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Jtdyi  M^XB. 
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MATHER  V.  SCOTT. 


It  18  contrary 
to  the  policy 
of  the  mort- 
main act  to 
permit  tes- 
tamentary 
gifts  of  money 
to  be  laid  out 
on  land,  as  an 
inducement  to 
draw  land  into 
mortmain. 

A  testator 
gave  the  re- 
sidue of  his 
personal  estate 
to  his  ex- 
ecutors and 
other  persons^ 
with  a  request 
that  they 
would  be 
pleased  to 
entreat  the 
lord  of  the 
manor  of 
Devonport  to 
grant  a  tipot 
of  ground 
suitable  for 
the  erection 
of  dwellings 
to  be  appro- 
priated to  a 
charitable 
purpose. 

Held,  that 
the  bequest 
did  not  clearly 
exclude  a  pur- 
chase of  the 
land;  and 
that,  even  if 
it  did,  it  was 
void  under 
the  statute  of 
mortmain* 


npHE  residuary  clause  of  the  will  pf  TTiim^  Sfffar* 
-*-  man  was  in  the  following  words :  —  **  As  to  all  the 
residue  of  my  property  whatsoever,  whether  money  vested 
in  public  funds  or  otherwise,  houses  or  land,  plate,  house- 
hold furniture  of  every  description  (the  latter  to  be  sold 
when  my  executors  may  think  fit,  and  the  amount  arising 
from  the  same  to  be  invested  in  the  public  funds),  I  give 
the  same  to  the  chaplains  of  his  Majesty's  dock-yard  at 
Devonport,  and  of  the  Royal  Hospital  of  Stonehouse,  for 
the  time  being,  in  conjunction  with  my  executors  or  their 
representatives,  with  a  request  that  they  will  be  pleased 
to  entreat  the  lord  of  the  manor,  either  at  Devonport  or 
East  Stonehouset  to  grant  a  spot  of  ground  suitable  for 
the  erection  of  as  many  decent  dweltings  or  roomSf 
something  like  the  charity  known  by  the  name  of  Twelves^ 
in  the  parish  of  Charles  in  Plymouth^  for  the  residence 
of  as  many  deserving  indigent  females  of  the  parish  of 
Stoke  Damerel  and  East  StonehotisCi  followers  of  the 
Established  Church  of  England,  and  not  under  the  age 
of  sixty  years,  as  they  may  deem  proper  objects  of  tfieir 
charity,  with  an  allowance  of  12/.  per  annum  to  each 
annuitant,  so  long  as  they  conduct  themselves  soberly 
and  orderly,  and  thereby  proving  they  are  worthy  of  the 
same ;  regulating  the  number  co  as  to  correspond  with 
the  amount  of  property  so  left,  after  the  dwellings  are 
pi;ovided.** 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  the  heir 
at  law  and  next  of  kin  of  the  testator,  against  the  chap- 
lains described  in  the  will,  the  executors,  the  Attorney- 
General,  and  other  parties;   and  the  question  in  the 

cause 
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cause  was,  whether  the  bequest  of  the  personal  estate      .^^li^ 
was  void  under  the  statute  of  mortmain.     It  was  ad- 
mitted that,  the  gift  was  void,  so  far  as  related  to  the 
real  estate. 

- '  M/.  PUnS^on,  for  the  Plaintiff.  • '  I  '^ 

The  law  to  this  extent  is  clearly  settled,  that  money 
may  be  left  to  be  laid  out  in  improving  land  already  in 
mortmain,  but  that  a  gift  of  money  to  be  laid  out  for 
the  purpose  of  building  generally  is  void,  because  it  is 
nnplipd  that  the  building  is  to  take  place  on  land  not 
already  in  mortmain.  It  is  not,  however,  entirely  setded 
by  the  authorities,  whether  money  may  be  left  to  be  laid 
out  in  building  upon  and  improving  land,  provided  land 
can  be  obtained  as  a  gift  for  that  purpose. 

The  first  question  is,  whether  the  testator  intended 
that  no  part  of  the  money  should  be  laid  out  in  land ; 
and  supposing  that  to  have  been  his  intention,  the  next 
question  will  be,  whether  a  gift  of  money  under  the  ex- 
pectation of  procuring  land  to  be  given,  to  be  employed 
in  building  upon  the  land  so  procured,  can  take  eifect 
consistently  with  the  statute. 

'  There  is  nothing  in  this  will  which  excludes  an  in- 
tention that  the  money  was  to  be  laid  out  in  procuring 
fhe  land. '  Hie  direction  to  the  chaplains  and  executors, 
that  tliey  will  be  pleased  to  entreat  the  lord  of  the 
manor  to  grant  a  suitable  spot  of  ground  for  the  pur« 
pose  o^tlie  buildings,  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  in- 
tention that  the  lord  should  be  entreated  to  sell  iii6 
land ;  for  the  grant  of  a  particular  spot  of  land  might 
welt  be  a  favour,  though  a  consideration  was  paid  for  it. 
Unless  the  testator  has  indicated  an  intention  that  no 
part  of  nis  personal  estate  shall  be  laid  out  in  land,  all 
the  authorities  shew  that  the  bequest  is  void. 

Supposing, 
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19S7.  Suppofiingy  however,  that  intention  to  appear  upon 

^^T\!r  ^^  ^^U»  and  that  the  testator  was  desirous  of  procuring, 

V.  not  the  pnrchase,  bat  a  gift  of  the  land,  can  the  Court 


S<!OM» 


give  effect  to  a  bequest  of  money  to  be  laid  out  in  buil^ 
ing  upon  land  procured  as  a  gift  ?  Upon  this  point  the 
authorities  are  not  altogether  consistent  or  reconcilable 
with  each  other.  In  the  AUomey^General  v.  Btfooles  (a), 
Lord  Hardwicke  decided  that  a  bequest  of  money  to  be 
laid  out  in  erecting  a  schooUhouse  was  good,  upon  the 
ground  that,  if  a  piece  of  land  could  be  obtained  by  the 
gift  or  generosity  of  any  person,  the  statute  would  not 
apply;  and  if  that  decisign  were  law,  there  would  be  no 
question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  bequest  in  this  will, 
supposing  the  testator  to  have  contemplated  a  gift,  and 
not  a  purchase  of  the  land.  But  Lord  Hardwick^s  deci* 
sion  has  not  been  followed,  and  the  Attomey-General  v. 
Bandes  may  be  considered  as  overruled  by  the  subsequent 
cases  of  the  Attorney-General  v.  TyndaU  (A),  and  Chap^ 
man  v.  Brawn,  (c)  In  the  latter  case,  Sir  William  Grant 
held  that,  where  there  was  a  bequest  for  building,  and  no 
particular  land  appeared  to  be  in  the  contemplation  of 
the  testator,  it  could  not  be  presumed  that  he  intended 
the  building  to  take  place  on  land  already  in  mortmain* 
If  the  testator  directs  money  to  be  laid  out  in  building 
upon  land  already  in  mortmain,  the  bequest  is  good;  The 
AUomey^General  y.  Munby.(d)  In  Henshaw  y.  Aikin^ 
son  («),  the  testator  gave  a  sum  of  money  for  the  benefit 
of  a  blue-coat  school  and  blind  asylum,  which  he  wished 
to  be  erected  and  established  ;  but  he  directed  that  the 
money  should  not  be  applied  in  the  purchase  of  lands, 
or  the  erection  of  buildings,  it  being  his  expectation  that 
other  persons  would,  at  their  expense,  purchase  lands 

and 

(a)  2  Vei.  sen.  547.  id)  1  Mer,  321. 

(b)  Ambl.  614.;  and  3  Ed.201.         (r)  5  Mad.  ?06. 

(c)  6  Vet.  404. 
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sod  buildings  for  those  purposes.     Sir  John  Leach  held        ^^^^L. 
that  this  bequest  was  not  void  under  the  mortmala  adt       jyiAxaiut 
And  in  Johnston  y^  Sfmann  {a\  the  same  learned  Judge  «*• 

held  that  a  bequest  of  the  dividends  of  stock  to  be 
applied  in  providing  a  proper  school-house  was  good^ 
because  the  school-house  might  be  hired.  In  the  later 
cases  the  rule  appears  to  have  been  laid  down»  that  a 
bequest  ibr  the  purpose  of  building  is  void,  unless  the 
testator  distinctly  points  to  land  already  in  mortmain  ; 
Priichard  ▼•  Arbouin  {b)^  GiUett  v.  Hobson,  {c) 

Mr*  Tifiney  and  Mr.  Kenyon  Parker^  for  the  widow  of 
the  testator. 

Mr.  Wray,  for  the  Attomey-GeneraU 

Mr.  Temple  and  Mr.  Sharpe^  for  the  trustees. 

Many  of  the  decisions  in  this  class  of  cases  appear  to 
have  been  made  under  a  strong  impression,  on  the  part 
of  the  Court,  that  bequests  for  charitable  purposes  more 
irequentiy  originate  in  the  vanity  of  testators  than  in 
any  real  desire  to  benefit  the  poor;  that  such  dispositions 
of  property,  generally  made  at  the  expense  of  the  tes- 
tator's nearest  relatives,  ought  rather  to  be  discouraged 
than  &voured,  and  that  the  fullest  efiect,  therefore,  ought 
to  be  given  to  the  statute  of  mortmain,  the  design  of  which 
was  to  prevent  persons,  out  of  a  pretended  or  mistaken 
notion  of  religion,  as  thinking  it  might  be  for  the  benefit 
of  their  souls,  to  give  their  lands,  or  monies  to  be  invested 
in  lands,  to  charity,  which^  their  lifetime  they  had 
wholly  disregarded;  Atiomey^General  v.  Lord  Wetf^ 
mouth  {d\  Aitomey-General  v.  7\^daU.{e)    In  giving 

efiect 

(a)  3  Mad.  457.  (cQ  AmbL  80. 

{6)  5  Run.  456.  (r)  2  Ed.  207. 

(c)  SSim,e6Ui  and  3  Mylne 
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18S7.  effect  to  such  views  of  the  inexpediency  of  bequests  to 
charitable  purposes^  some  of  the  decisions  appear  |o 
have  furoceeded  upon  a  principle^  not  entimly  reoomr 
citable  with  the  rule  of  law  which  prevails  in  all  otb^ 
cases,  namely,  that  the  presumption  shall  be  in  finranr 
of,  and  not  against  the  legality  of«  an  intendon,  until 
the  contrary  appear.  The  law  presumes  against  fraud, 
or  unlawful  intention  in  all  other  cases ;  why  should  a 
charitable  bequest  be  the  single  case  of  reception  in 
which,  if  a  testator  contemplates  the  acquisition  of  land, 
and  does  not  direct  an  unlawful  mode  of  acquiring  and 
disposing  of  it,  he  shall  he  presumed  to  intend  that 
unlawful  mode  by  which  his  own  gift  may  be  defeated  ? 
That  is  the  principle,  it  must  be  admitted,  upon  whidi 
some  of  the  more  recent  decisions  have  proceeded;  but 
Lord  Hardwicke  was  of  a  different  opinion,  and  thought 
that  the  presumption  ought  to  be  in  favour  of  the  lawfol 
intention,  where  no  unlawful  intention  was  expressed ; 
Attorney- General  v.  Bowles,  {a) 

Supposing  tlie  authority  of  Lord  Hardwicke  to  be 
displaced  by  the  subsequent  decisions  of  Lord  Northing- 
ion  and  Sir  William  Orant^  the  present  case  does  not 
fall  within  those  decisions,  because  the  testator  has  used 
expressions  which  are  inconsistent  with  that  unlawful 
intention  which  might,  according  to  the  recent  cases,  in 
the  absence  of  such  expressions,  have  been  presumed, 
^t  is  impossible,  if  the  testator  had  intended  that  his 
trustees  should  enter  into  a  treaty  with  the  lord  of  the 
manor  for  the  purchase^f  the  land,  that  he  should 
have  directed  them  to  entreat  the  lord  to  grant  a  spot  of 
ground.  An  entreaty  to  grant  naturally  implies  a  soli- 
citation for  the  gift,  not  a  negotiation  for  the  purchase 
of  the  land. 

If, 

(a)  2  Fes.  sen.  547. 
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U,  tbn,  tbe  land  was  intended  to  be  proeuved  as  a  183 
p%  the  question  is  whether  a  bequest  for  tbe  purpose  of 
erecting  dwellings  on  land  so  procured  is  not  a  valid  be- 
qoesti  It  is  admitted^  on  the  other  side,  that  there  is  no 
mprtsa  authority  against  the  validity  of  such  a  bequest; 
and  we  contend  that  Henshcem  v.  Atkinson  (a)  is  an  autho- 
rity In  support  of  it  In  that  case,  the  testator  directed 
thait  laixis  should  not  be  purchased  with  his  money,  and 
expressed  an  expectation  that  other  persons  would  pur- 
chase the  lands  and  buildings  required  for  the  purposes 
of  the  charity,  which  he  desired  to  found.  In  tbe  present 
case,  the  testator  has  used  expressions,  equivalent  to  a 
declaration  that  the  land  required  for  the  dwellings 
shall  not  be  purchased,  and  which  indicate  an  expect- 
ation, or  earnest  desire,  that  the  land  may  be  given*  by 
the  lord.  The  two  cases,  therefore,  are  not  distinguish- 
able; and,  in  the  absence  of  any  authority  to  the 
contrary,  this  bequest  ought,  it  is  submitted,  to  be 
sustained. 

Mr.  Pemberfofh  in  reply. 

The  authority  of  Henshaw  v;  Atkinson  is  considerably 
shaken  by  Giblett  v,  Hobson  (t),  the  last  decided  case 
upon  this  subject.  In  that  case  the  testator  bequeathed 
money  to  a  charitable  institution  ^*  towards  building 
almshouses  to  the  said  institution,''  and  it  appeared  by 
evidence,  which  was  held  to  be  admissible  by  Lord 
Brougham^  that  a  piece  of  land  for  the  erection  of  alms- 
houses had  actually  been  offered  and  accepted  by  the 
members  of  the  institution,  of  whom  the  testator  was 
one.  The  Vice-Chancellor  decided  that  the  bequest 
was  void,  and  that  decision  having  been  appealed  from, 
it  was  laid  down  by  Lord  Brougham  that  the  onm  of 

shewing 

(a)  J  Mad.  SOS.  {J})  S  Sim,  651.;  and  3  M^lne 

^  Keen,  517. 

Vol.  n.  N 
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1837.  shewing  that  the  intention  of  the  testator  was  restruned 
within  lawful  limits  was  upon  the  party  seeking  to  take 
the  bequest  out  of  the  statute ;  and  that  in  one  way  or 
another,  but  especially  where  it  was  to  be  by  matter 
dehors^  the  intention  must  appear  absolutely  certain 
and  clear  to  exclude  the  employment  of  the  fund  in 
purchasing  land,  and  must  not  be  a  matter  of  speculation 
and  conjecture."  And,  even  with  the  aid  of  the 
extrinsic  evidence.  Lord  Brougham  did  not  consider 
such  an  intention  to  be  sufficiently  clear,  and  be  accord- 
ingly  affirmed  the  Vice-Chancellor's  decision.  In  the 
present  case  it  is  impossible  to  contend  that  there  is, 
upon  the  face  of  the  will,  as  strong  an  indication  of  the 
testator's  intention  to  exclude  the  employment  of  the 
money  in  the  purchase  of  laud  as  there  was  upon  the 
language  of  the  will  in  Giblett  v.  Hobson  coupled  with 
the  extrinsic  evidence,  which  was  admitted  in  order  to 
explain  the  doubtful  expressions  of  the  testator. 


July  IS.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  in  this  case  arises  on  the  will  of  Joseph 
Spearman ;  and  it  is  objected,  and  indeed  admiued,  that 
the  intention  of  the  testator  cannot  be  carried  into  effect 
without  bringing  land  into  mortmain,  and  that  is  to  be 
done  by  means  pointed  out  by  the  will  of  the  testator. 

The  testator  gives  the  residue  of  his  property  to  the 
chaplains  of  his  Majesty's  Dock-yard  at  DevonporU  and 
of  the  Royal  Hospital  at  Stonehouscj  for  the  time  being, 
in  conjunction  with  his  executors  or  their  representatives, 
with  a  request  that  they  will  be  pleased  to  entreat  the 
lord  of  the  manor,  either  at  Devonport  or  EastStonehouse^ 
to  grant  a  spot  of  land  suitable  for  the  erection  of 
dwellings  to  be  appropriated  to  the  charitable  purpose 
mentioned  in  the  will. 

The 
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The  first  question  is  whether  the  expressions  used  by  1 8S7. 
the  testator  imply  an  expectation  or  intention  that  a 
gratuitous  grant  of  the  land  was  to  be  obtained  firom  the 
lord  of  the  manor.  I  think  this  is  by  no  means  clear, 
and  that  the  language  of  the  testator  did  not  exclude 
the  trustees  from  purchasing  the  land,  if  they  thought 
proper;  and,  if  so,  the  bequest  would  be  void. 

As  to  the  second  point  raised  at  the  bar,  it  is  settled 
that  a  bequest  to  improve  land  already  in  mortmain  is 
good,  and  that  a  direction  to  build  for  charitable  pur- 
poses implies  that  land  is  to  be  bought,  and  is,  therefore, 
void.  The  question  here  is  whether  a  bequest  of  money 
to  be  laid  out  in  building  upon  land,  which  the  testator 
expected  to  be  procured  as  a  gift,  can  be  supported. 
I  do  not  think  that  the  case  otHenshaw  v.  Atkinson  is  an 
authority  in  support  of  such  a  bequest,  because  the  deci- 
sion proceeded  upon  the  codicils,  from  which  it  was  to  be 
collected  that  the  expectation  of  the  testator  as  to  the 
purchase  of  lands  and  buildings  by  other  persons  had 
been  disappointed,  and  that  he  contemplated  making 
other  provisions  for  the  establishment  of  the  charities. 

In  the  absence  of  direct  authority,  I  must  look  to  the 
object  of  the  statute,  and  to  the  opinions  of  the  judges 
as  they  are  to  be  collected  from  the  cases.  With  the 
exception  of  Lord  Hardwickey  whose  opinion  as  to  this 
point  in  The  Attorney-General  v.  Batdes  has  not  been 
followed,  all  the  judges  —  Lord  Eldon^  Sir  William 
Crrantf  and  Lord  Lyndhurst — concur  in  one  view  of  the 
subject,  that  a  bequest  to  improve  or  build  upon  land, 
unless  the  land  is  already  in  mortmain,  is  bad. 

In  The  Attomey^General  v.  Davies  {a\  Lord  EUUm 
says,   "  whatever  were   the   decisions    formerly   when 

charity 

(a)  9  Vet.  544. 
^^2 
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I89T.  charity  in  this  Court  received  more  than  fair  consider- 
ation, it  is  now  clearly  established,  and  I  am  glad  it  has 
come  back  to  some  common  sense,  that,  unless  the  tes- 
tator distinctly  points  to  some  land  already  in  mortmain, 
the  Court  will  understand  him  to  mean  that  an  inte|est 
in  land  is  to  be  purchased,  and  the  gift  is  not  good.'^ 

In  Pritchard  v.  Arbauin  (a).  Lord  Lffndhursi  says, 
"  it  is  the  settled  rule  of  construction,  that  a  direction  to 
build  is  to  be  considered  as  including  a  direction  to 
purchase  land  for  the  purpose  of  building,  unless  the 
testator  distinctly  points  to  some  land,  which  is  already 
in  mortmain." 

It  is  said  that  the  direction  to  the  trustees  to  be 
pleased  to  entreat  the  lord  to  grant  a  piece  of  ground 
does  not  bring  this  case  within  the  principle ;  but  I  am 
of  opinion  that,  if  the  testator  intended  to  exclude  a 
purchase,  he  has  failed  to  express  his  intention ;  and 
that  it  is  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  mortmain  act,  to 
permit  testamentary  gifts  of  money  to  be  laid  out  on 
land,  as  an  inducement  to  draw  land  into  mortmdn* 

I  am  of  opinion,  upon  the  first  point,  that  the 
language  of  the  bequest  is  not  sufficiently  express ; 
and,  upon  the  second,  that  the  charitable  gift  must  fail. 

(a)  z  Rut*.  458. 
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18S7. 


In  the  Matter  of  RICR  ^fy  25. 

Aug.  2. 

nnHE  petition  was  presented  by  Louisa  Ann  Broolcs^  Wh®^®  ^^ 

-^    and  it  prayed  that  the  bill  of  costs,  which  had  been  to  deliver  up 

delivered  to  the  petitioner  by  Edward  Rice  her  solicitor,  ^^^  *"*^, . 
,  ^  papers  in  hu 

might  be  taxed,  and  that  Edward  Bice^  upon  payment  possession. 


by  the  petitioner  of  what  should  appear  to  be  justly  due  payment^** 

nis  bill  of 
costSy  the 


paym< 
to  him,  might  be  ordered  to  deliver  up  all  deeds  and  nis  bill  of 

papers  belonging  to  the  petitioner,  which  had  come  into  Qoxik  hL 


hts  possession  dunns^  the  time  he  was  professionally  em-  junwliction  to 
1       J  1     1  T  11        1     •  .11     ^  /.      order  taxation 

ployed  by  her.    It  appeared  that  the  bill  of  costs  was  for  of  such  bill, 

conveyancing  and  ireneral  business,  and  did  not  include  5"^  '^®  ^®; 
•'  o  o  '  livery  up  of 

any  charge  incurred  in  the  prosecution  or  defence  of  the  deeds  and 

any  suit  or  action.     Many  of  the  items  were  disputed  P"P®"»  "P?** 

by  the  petitioner,  but  Mr.  Rice  refused  to  deliver  up  the  taxed 

the  deeds  and  papers  in  his  possession,  until  he  received  ^^e  costs^hnve 

paymeilt  of  the  whole  amount  of  his  bill.  been  incurred 

in  respect  of 
conveyancing 

Mr.  Coleridge^  in  support  of  the  petition.  *"^  ^^j*?"  . 

It  has  been  determined  in  several  cases,  that,  where  jlf  p^pect'of 
business  has  been  done  by  a  solicitor,  though   not  in  the  prosecu- 
respect  of  any  action  or  suit,  the  Court  has  jurisdiction  ^f  any  suit  or 
to  order  the  solicitor  to  deliver  up  deeds  and  papers  in  action, 
his  possession,  upon  satisfaction  of  any  lien  he  may 
have  for  costs ;  and,  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  such 
lien,  taxation  is  requisite :  Ex  parte  The  Earl  of  Ux- 
bridge  (a).  In  re  Murray  (J),  In  re  Barker,  {c)     In  Ex 
parte  Partridge  {d),   there  being  no  detention   of  the 
title  deeds,  and  nothing  in  dispute  but  the  amount  of 
costs.  Lord  Eidon  refused  to  interfere;  but  he  distinctly 

recognised 

(a)  6  Ves,425.  (c)  6  Sim.  476. 

lb)  1  Rust.  519.  id)  8  Mer.  500. 

N  S 
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I8S7.  recognised  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  if  there  bad 
I  ^tlPlI^t  ^^"^  *  refusal  on  the  part  of  the  solicitor  to  deliver  up 
of  Rice.  the  deeds.  At  law,  the  summary  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  over  its  officers,  in  matters  connected  with  their 
professional  character,  has  been  carried  still  further 
than  in  this  Court,  for  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  has 
compelled  an  attorney,  not  only  to  give  up  deeds  in  bis 
possession,  and  to  deliver  a  bill  of  costs,  but  to  account 
for  his  receipts  and  disbursements,  though  none  of  the 
costs  had  been  incurred  in  respect  of  any  action  or  suit : 
In  the  matter  of  Aitkin,  {a) 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Norton^  contra. 

An  application,  similar  to  that  now  made  by  petition, 
was  made  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and  refused 
by  that  Court*  The  matter,  therefore,  is  res  judicata  ; 
and,  having  been  disposed  of  by  a  Court  of  competent 
jurisdiction,  cannot  be  again  brought,  by  way  of  appeal, 
before  this  Court  In  Cocks  v.  Hartnan  (6),  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench  refused  to  interfere,  in  a  summary 
mode,  to  compel  an  attorney  to  deliver  up  papers,  which, 
if  improperly  detained,  were  the  subject  matter  of  a  bill 
in  equity  or  an  action  ;  and  In  the  Matter  of  Ixme  (c), 
there  being  no  imputation  of  improper  conduct  against 
the  attorney,  the  same  Court  also  refused  to  exercise  its 
summary  jurisdiction.  This  case  is  distinguishable  from 
those  which  have  been  cited,  because  here,  the  papers 
came  into  the  hands  of  Mr.  Bice^  not  in  his  character  of 
solicitor,  but  in  his  character  of  conveyancer,  and  over 
conveyancers  this  Court  has  no  jurisdiction ;  nor  are 
the  charges  made  by  a  conveyancer  for  business,  done  in 
that  character  only,  a  proper  subject  of  taxation.  If 
any  reference  to  the  Master  is  made  upon  this  petition, 
as  the  only  complaint  against  the  bill  is,  that  it  contains 

items 

(a)  4  J?.  *  Aid.  47.  (c)  8  £«/,  237. 

(A)  6  J?fl«/,404. 
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items  with  which  the  petitioner  is  not  properly  charge-        1837. 
able,  the  reference  ought  to  be  for  an  inquiry  whether  .  ^"^JPC^ 
the  bill  contains  any  improper  charges.     Moreover,  as      of  Rice. 
the  bill  delivered  to  the  petitioner  was  not  framed  with  a 
view  to  taxation,  and  many  items  are  omitted,  in  the  ex- 
pectation that  there  would  be  no  taxation,  which  would 
have  been  fairly  introduced  if  taxation  had  been  con- 
templated, Mr.  Mice  ought  to  have  an  opportunity  of 
delivering  to  the  petitioner  a  new  bill  of  costs. 

Mr.  Coleridge,  in  reply. 

In  the  case  of  In  re  Murray^  the  bill  of  costs  was 
entirely  for  conveyancing  business,  and  the  same  ob- 
jection, which  is  now  taken  upon  that  ground,  was  made 
without  success. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  considered  the  authority 
of  In  re  Murray  conclusive,  and  ordered  that,  the  peti- 
tioner undertaking  to  pay  what,  if  any  thing,  should  be 
found  due  to  Edward  Rice  on  the  taxation  of  his  bill  of 
costs,  it  should  be  referred  to  the  Master  to  tax  the 
same ;  and  that  Edward  Rice  should,  upon  payment  by 
the  petitioner  of  what,  if  any  thing,  should  be  found 
due  to  him  upon  such  taxation,  deliver  up  to  the  peti- 
tioner all  deeds  and  papers  in  his  possession  or  power, 
belonging  to  the  petitioner. 

The  costs  of  the  petition,  and  of  the  taxation,  de- 
pending on  the  result  of  the  taxation,  were  reserved. 


The  Master  having  disallowed,  upon  the  taxation,  Aug.  s. 
more  than  one  third  of  the  whole  amount  of  the  bill  of 
costs,  Louisa  Ann  Brooks  obtained  an  order,  upon  peti- 
tion, for  payment  of  the  taxed  costs  of  the  original 
application,  and  of  the  taxation,  and  of  the  second 
petition. 

N  ^ 
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1837. 


June  1. 
Aug,  5. 

Where  a 
Plaintiff 
brought  an 
action  against 
his  solicitor, 
and  the  so- 
licitor pleaded 
a  set-oflTin 
respect  of  his 
bills  of  costSy 
and  the  pro- 
ceedings in 
the  action, 
and  under  a 
reference  to 
arbitration,  in 
which  all 
questions  as 
to  the  so- 
licitor's bills 
of  costs  might 
have  been 
determined, 
failed,  and  the 
Plaintiff  after- 
wards,  in  this 
Court,  ob- 
tained an  ex 
parte  order  to 
tax  his  solici- 
tor's bills  of 
costs,  and  to 
have  the  deeds 
which  were  in 
the  possession 
of  his  solicitor 
delivered  up, 
a  motion  to 
discharge  that 
order  was 
refused,  but 
without  costs, 
as  the  Plaintiff 
ought  to  have 
made  a  special 
application. 


JONES  V.  JAMES. 

"IjlOR  some  years  before  the  year  183^  Mr*  Jokn 
-*•  Harris^  a  farmer  in  Carmarthen^  h«d  employed 
Mr.  James  Thomas  as  his  attorney  and  solicitor  in  several 
transactions,  and  having,  as  he  conceivedt  reason  to 
complain  of  his  professional  conduct,  he,  in  the  month 
of  April  1834,  brought  an  action  in  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer against  him,  to  recover  compensation  for  his 
alleged  negligence  and  bad  advice,  and  also  to  recover 
certain  sums  received  by  him  on  account.  TkomaSf 
amongst  other  things,  pleaded  the  statute  of  limitationsi 
and  a  set-off  for  his  bills  of  costs.  It  was  held  that, 
under  the  statute  of  limitations,  the  Plaintiff  was  pre- 
cluded from  recovering  on  tlie  special  counts  in  his 
declaration,  and  by  an  order  at  Nisi  PriuSf  dated  the 
12th  of  July  1834,  the  matters  of  account  were  referred 
to  arbitration,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  arbitrator 
was  to  settle  all  matters  in  difference  between  the  par- 
ties touching  the  Defendant's  bills  of  costs  and  all  the 
Plaintiff's  demand  on  the  Defendant,  with  power  to  the 
arbitrator  to  have  the  Defendant's  bills  taxed,  and  to 
ascertain  the  balance  between  the  parties,  and  direct  by, 
and  to  whom,  and  when  the  same  should  be  paid,  but 
no  question  of  liability  was  to  be  raised. 

On  the  3d  of  October  1834,  the  arbitrator  directed 
the  bills  of  costs  to  be  taxed;  and,  accordingly,  the  pro* 
per  officers  preceded  to  consider  the  reasonableness  of 
the  charges.  In  the  course  of  the  taxation  it  was  dis- 
covered that  Mr.  Thomas^  though  an  attorney  ofthe  court 
of  gi-eat  sessions,  had  not  been  admitted  an  attorney 
in  any  of  the  courts  at  Westminster^  till  after  some  part 

of 
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of  the  business  charged  for  had  been  done^  and  an        18S7. 
opinion  was  expressed  by  the  o£Scer  that  such  charges 
ought  not  to  be  admitted,  but  he  referred  the  matter  to 
be  decided  by  the  arbitrator. 

Ih  Dedsnilkr  1835,  the  arbitrator  awarded  that  a 
balance  of  470/.  125.  6\d.  was  due  to  the  Plaintiff  from 
ThomaSy  and  ordered  payment  of  that  sum,  and  delivery 
up  of  tfa^  deeds  and  papers  in  Thomases  possession. 

Tlk)nuis  ^lltegied  that  this  balance  could  not  have  been 
found,  if  the  arbitrator  had  not  deducted  the  charges  for 
business  done  before  the  Defendant  was  admitted  in  the 
courts  at  Westminster ;  and  that  under  the  words  of  the 
refenence  "  no  question  of  liability  is  to  be  raised,*'  he 
had  no  authority  to  make  such  a  deduction ;  and  on  this 
allegation,  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  award  was  granted 
by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  was  afterwards  made 
absolute,  unless  the  Plaintiff  agreed  to  go  before  the 
arbitrator  again,  to  have  the  balance  of  the  whole  ac- 
counts ascertained  by  him. 

The  Plaintiff  refused  to  accede  to  this,  and  attempted 
to  go  on  with  the  action,  as  if  no  award  or  order  of 
reference  had  been  made.  The  Defendant  thereupon 
obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  stay  all  proceedings  in  the  action, 
on  the  ground  that,  under  the  circumstances,  tlie  action 
had  been  determined,  and  this  rule  was  made  absolute  ; 
the  Court,  however,  still  intimating  that  the  parties 
might,  if  they  pleased,  go  again  before  the  arbitrator 
on  th^  te/ra6  before  suggested. 

Ilie  award  being  set  aside,  and  the  action  determined, 
and  the  Plaintiff  not  thinking  fit  to  go  again  before 
the  arb?tfrator,  he  obtained,  in  this  Court,  the  common 
order  to  fax  Mr.  Thomases  bills,  and  to  have  the  deeds 
and  papers  in  his  possession  delivered  up ;  and  a  motion 

was 
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1887.  was  now  made,  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Thomas^  to  discharge 
that  order,  as  having  been  improperly  obtained,  on  the 
ground  that  the  bills  of  costs  formed  part  of  the  subject 
of  the  action,  and  were  disposed  of  by  the  Court  of 
Exchequer;  and  that,  if  any  thing  remained  undisposed 
of,  Mr.  Harris  ought  to  have  applied  to  that  Court. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  James^  in  support  of  the 
motion. 

Mr.  Pembertony  and  Mr.  J5.  V.  Williams^  contra. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that  if  there  was  a 
pending  proceeding  in  which  the  matter  could  be  pro- 
perly determined,  this  Court  would  not  interfere  with 
the  jurisdiction  which  had  possession  of  it;  but  it  ap« 
peared  to  him  that  both  the  action  and  the  reference  to 
arbitration  were,  in  effect,  at  an  end.  The  rule  nisi  to 
stay  the  proceedings  in  the  action,  on  the  ground  that 
the  action  had  determined,  had  been  made  absolute  by 
the  Court  of  Exchequer.  The  rule  nisi  to  set  aside 
the  award  had  also  been  made  absolute ;  and,  though 
the  proceedings  before  the  arbitrator  might,  under  the 
order  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  have  been  revived 
with  the  consent  of  both  parties,  one  of  them  having 
refused  to  revive  those  proceedings,  the  award  remained 
a  nullity.  If  there  was  no  pending  proceeding  before 
another  competent  tribunal,  Mr.  Harris  had  a  right  to 
apply  to  this  Court  for  the  taxation  of  his  solicitor's  bills 
of  costs  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  the  deeds  which 
were  in  the  possession  of  his  solicitor;  but  his  Lordship 
thought  that  Mr.  Harris  should  have  made  a  special  ap- 
plication, instead  of  obtaining  the  common  ex  parte  order 
for  taxation.  His  Lordship  said  he  should  not  finally 
dispose  of  this  motion  until  he  had  read  the  a£Sdavits. 


The 
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^911,5.        T^e  Master  of  the  Roi.Ls>  1837. 

It  is  clear,  under  the  circumstances,  that  the  proceed- 
ings in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  did  not  determine  any 
thing  as  to  the  bills  of  costs.  They  were  in  question,  and 
might  have  been  finally  disposed  of  in  that  action ;  but 
the  proceedings  wholly  failed  by  the  setting  aside  of  the 
award,  the  determining  the  action,  and  the  refusal  of 
the  Plaintiff  to  revive  the  proceedings  before  the  arbi- 
trator. 

The  fasulure  of  the  proceeding  does  not  deprive  the 
Plaintiff  of  his  right  to  obtain  his  deeds  and  papers  on 
payment  of  what  is  due  to  his  solicitor,  or  to  have  the 
amount  of  what  is  due  ascertained  by  taxation,  and  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  order  which  the  Plaintiff  has 
obtained  ought  not  to  be  discharged ;  at  the  same  time 
I  think  that  the  Plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  obtained  the 
common  order  ex  parte,  but  ought  to  have  stated  the 
special  circumstances ;  and,  in  consequence  of  his  having 
omitted  to  do  so,  though  I  refuse  the  motion,  I  think  it 
right  to  do  so  without  costs. 


188 
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1837. 


Aprils.  15. 


BOSWELL  V.  TUCKER. 


office  copy. 
The  amend- 
ments re- 
quired a  new 
engrossment, 
and  the  Plain-  t\^c.„,i„„i. 
tiff,  without      Defendant 
having  called 
on  the  De- 
fendant for 


The  Plaintiff      A    MOTION  was  made,  on  the  part  of  the  Defend- 

obtained  an       /\  t         i  .     .  .      . 

order  to  ant,  that  the  Plaintiff's  replication  might  be  with- 

^!?.^^^..Tiw^    drawn,    and  that    the   Defendant    miirht    answer  the 
out  requiring  '  o 

a  further  amended  bill ;  or  that  the  Defendant  might  be  at  liberty 

amending  the    ^^  answer,  notwithstanding  the  replication.    The  Pkin- 

Defendant's     tiff,  on  the  6th  of  February  1837,  obtained  an  order  to 

amend  his  bill,  without  requiring  a  further  answer, 

amending  the  Defendant's   o£Sce  copy;   and,  on  the 

1 7th  of  the  same  month,  the  order  was  served  on  the 

The  amendments  required  a  new  engross* 

ment,  which  was  put  upon  the  file ;  and,  on  -the  2'ith  of 

February^  the  Plaintiff  paid  205.  costs  to  the  Defendant's 

his  office  copy,  clerk  in  court,  who  accepted  the  same.    The  Defendant 

paid  20#.  costs  .     . 

for  the  amend-  having  taken  no  step,  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  10th  of  Mardt^ 

"^"i*';!^^.  filed  the  replication.     The  Defendant  made  an  affidavit 
were  accepted  ^ 

by  the  De-       that  he  expected  to  be  called  upon  for  his  office  copy  to 
in"court  and    ^  amended,  and  that  he  never  was  so  called  upon, 
after  eight 
days  filed  his 
replication. 
The  ac- 
ceptance by 
the  Defend- 
ant's clerk  in 
Court  of  the 
costs  of  the 
amendments 
was  a  waiver 
of  the  Plain- 
tiff's omission 
to  call  for  the  J^ 
Defendant's 
office  copy,      was  only  disallowed,  because  the  defendant  had  not  taken 

oa'lhe'"a?of  '^  ^'^^  ^^^  hearing.     Here  the  Plaintiff  has  failed  to  com- 

tne  Defend-  ply 

ant,  for  leave  (^n  \J,^w.  a04. 

to  answer 

notwithstanding  the  replication,  was  refused,  but  without  costs. 


Mr.  G.  L,  Russell^  in  support  of  the  motion. 

In  Woodhouse  v.  Meredith  (a),  the  plaintiff  amended 
his  bill,  without  requiring  a  further  answer;  and  the  ob- 
jection was  taken  at  the  hearing  that,  though  the  plain- 
tiff had  served  the  defendant  with  the  order  to  amend, 
he  had  neglected  to  call  upon  him  for  his  office  copy, 
in  order  that  the  necessary  alterations  might  be  made  in 
Tlie  irregularity  was  admitted,  and  the  objection 
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ply  with  the  express  condition  on  which  the  order  to 
amend  was  made ;  and  the  Defendant,  relying  on  the 
Plainti£P's  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  order,  was, 
at  the  time  when  the  Plaintiff  filed  his  replication,  in 
igaoraace  of  the  state  of  the  record. 


Mr.  HaUelt,  conird. 

Notice  to  the  Defendant's  clerk  in  court  was  notice 
to  the  Defendant,  and,  by  the  practice  of  the  Six  Clerks' 
Office,  the  acceptance  of  the  205.  costs  by  the  Defend- 
anfs  clerk  in  Court  waives  any  irregularity  in  the  order, 
even  though  the  order  may  have  been  obtained  in  direct 
opposition  to  a  prohibitory  order  of  tlie  Court ;  Tarle-- 
ton  V.  Dyer,  {a)  By  the  14th  of  the  New  Orders  of 
189$,  the  Defendant  had  eight  days  to  consider  whether 
he  would  answer  the  amended  bill,  at  the  end  of  which 
time  the  Plaintiff  was  at  liberty  to  file  a  replication. 
Here  the  Plaintiff  did  not  file  the  replication  until 
fourteen  days  had  elapsed  from  the  time  at  which  the 
costs  of  the  amendments  were  accepted.  The  suit  is  a 
foreclosure  suit,  and  the  estate  is  not  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  incumbrance. 


The  Master  (^the  Rolls  said  he  would  inquire  into 
the  practice ;  and,  on  a  subsequent  day,  his  Lordship 
said,  that  the  acceptance,  by  the  Defendant's  clerk  in 
court,  of  the  205.  costs  for  the  amendments,  was  a 
waiver  of  the  Plaintiff's  omission  to  call  upon  the  De* 
fendant  for  his  office  copy ;  and,  by  the  14th  of  the  New 
Orders  of  1838,  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  file  his  re* 
plication.  The  Defendant's  motion  was,  in  effect,  an 
application  for  leave  to  file  a  supplemental  answer,  which 
must  be  supported  by  a  special  case. 

Motion  refused,  but  without  costs. 


April  IS, 


(a)  lRuu.Jt  Myine^l. 
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Bee.  6. 8.  u.   The  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  The  Corporation  of 

POOLE. 

Demurrer  to    rpHIS  was  an  information  filed  by  the  Attorney- 
an  inform-  B^     g^  \  \         \    •  t*  •  • 

ation,  seeking  iieneral,  at  the  relation  of  certain  persons  stating 

relief  against     themselves  to  be  rate  payers*  of  the  boroujrh  of  Poofc, 

the  corpora-  ^  ^  ° 

tion  of  Poole^   against  the   mayor,    aldermen,   and   burgesses   of  the 

son  who^h^ad     boro^ghj  »"<!  against  Hchert  Henning  Parr^  and  Ihomas 

been  town        Arnold;  and  it  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  Defendant 

the  passing  of  ^^obert  Henning  Parr^  having  voluntarily  resigned  his 

the  Municipal  office  of  town  clerk  to  the  corporation  of  Poole^  was  not 

Corporation  .  .     t       n  ,  \ 

Act,  in  respect  entitled  under  the  municipal  reform  act  (a)  to  any  com- 

^ensation™"      pensation  in  respect  of  such  oflSce ;  and  that  the  town 

awarded  by      council  had  not,  under  the  act,  any  authority  to  award 

such^town    ^  ^^^  any  compensation  in  respect  thereof;  but,  in  case  it 

clerk  under      should  appear,  or  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion,  that 
the  provisions    ^  ,        y,       .       »^         i- 1  i  -i  .       i  •        •  i 

of  that  act,       Booert  Henntng  Parr  did  not  voluntarily  resign  his  said 

allowed.  office^  but  was  removed  therefrom  by  the  corporation, 

then  that  it  might  be  declared,  that,  according  to  the 
true  construction  of  the  act,  he  was  entitled  to  compensa- 
tion in  respect  of  his  office  of  town  clerk  only,  and  not 
in  respect  of  any  other  offices  held  by  him,  and  that  the 
town  counc'd  had  no  right  to  award  him  any  compensation 
in  respect  of  any  other  office;  and  that  it  might  be 
declared  that  the  sum  of  4500/.  having  been  awarded  to 
him  in  respect  of  his  office  of  town  clerk,  and  other 
offices  was  improper,  illegal,  contrary  to  the  provisions 
of  the  act,  and  not  binding  on  the  rate  payers ;  and 
that  a  bond  executed  to  Robert  Henning  Parr  might  be 
declared  to  be  fraudulent  and  void,  and  be  delivered 
up  to  be  cancelled,  or  else  stand  only  as  a  security  for 

any 

(fl)  S8l6  W.  4.  c,  76. 
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any  compensation  to  which  he  might  appear  to  be  1837. 
entitled.  The  information  farther  prayed  that  the  rate 
made  by  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses,  on  the  2d 
and  3d  oi  January  1837  might  be  declared  illegal,  and 
that  the  same  might  be  set  aside  or  modified,  and  that 
Robert  Henning  Bftrr,  or  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  bur-  ^of'^^J]" 
gesses,  might  be  directed  to  refund  to  the  rate  payers  the 
amount  of  the  two  instalments  paid  by  them ;  and  that 
Parr  might  be  restrained  by  the  injunction  of  the  Court 
from  demanding  or  receiving  the  said  sum  of  4500/1  or 
from  commencing  or  prosecuting  any  proceedings  in 
respect  of  the  bond,  and  that  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and 
burgesses  might  be  restrained  from  enforcing  the  pay- 
ment of  the  rate,  and  for  other  relief. 


For  the  purpose  of  obtaining  this  relief,  the  inform- 
ation stated  that,  in  the  year  1833,  Robert  Henning  Parr 
was  elected  or  appointed  by  the  then  corporation  town 
clerk  of  the  borough  of  Poole,  and  that  he  was  also 
appointed  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  county  of  the  town 
of  Poole^  and  held  several  other  offices,  the  appoint- 
ment to  which  did  not  belong  to  the  corporation.  That, 
after  the  municipal  reform  act  came  into  operation, 
and  on  the  first  of  January  1836,  Robert  Henning  Parr 
resigned  the  office  of  town  clerk  and  clerk  of  the  peace, 
and  was  not  re-elected  or  appointed  to  such  offices,  but 
that  the  Defendant  Thomas  Arnold,  on  the  1st  oi  January 
1836,  was  elected  town  clerk,  and,  on  the  1st  of  July 
1836,  appointed  clerk  of  the  peace.  That,  on  the  4th  of 
August  1836,  Robert  Henning  Parr  sent  in  a  claim  for 
compensation  under  the  act  to  the  amount  of  4835/. 
for  the  loss  of  his  office  of  town  clerk,  the  only  office  in 
respect  of  which  he  was  entitled  to  compensation.  That 
such  claim  included  the  profits  derived  from  the  office 
of  clerk  of  the  peace  and  other  offices  besides  that  of 
town  clerk. 

That 
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That  such  claim  was  taken  into  consideratioo  at  a 
meeting  of  the  town  council  on  the  5th  of  October  ISSG, 
and  that,  at  such  meeting,  one  third  of  the  town  oouocil 
then  present  objected  to  the  claim  being  received,  on 
the  ground  that  Robert  Henning  Parr  had  voluntarily 
resigned  the  office  of  town  clerk,  as  v«II  as  the  office  of 
clerk  of  the  peace ;  and  that  the  consideration  of  the 
claim  was  thereupon  adjourned  till  the  14th  of  October 
18S6,  and  that  on  the  last  mentioned  day  the  town 
council  again  met  to  consider  the  claim,  which  might 
then  have  readily  been  disposed  of,  but  that  adjourn- 
ments of  the  said  meeting  to  the  9th  of  November  and 
subsequently  to  the  2dd  of  November^  were,  without  any 
reason  being  assigned  for  such  adjournment,  and  with- 
out any  necessity  existing  for  the  same,  proposed  and 
carried. 


That,  on  the  1 0th  of  October^  the  list  of  burgesses  was, 
pursuant  to  the  act,  revised  by  the  mayor,  Robert 
Henning  Parr  acting  as  one  of  the  assessors  to  the 
mayor,  and  that  on  such  occasion  eighty  persons,  who 
had  repeatedly  before  been  excused  their  rates  on  the 
ground^of  poverty,  were  placed  on  the  roll  of  burgesses, 
the  rates  due  from  them  having  been  paid  up. 


That,  on  the  Hth  of  October ^  a  protest  against  the 
adjournment  was  signed  by  a  third  of  the  council,  on  the 
ground  that  sufficient  prepress  had  been  made  in  the 
consideration  of  Mr.  Parr's  claim  to  enable  the  council 
to  determine  thereon,  but  that,  nevertheless,  the  ad- 
journment took  place,  and  on  the  2dd  of  November  the 
council,  as  constituted  after  the  new  election,  awarded  a 
sum  of  4500/.  to  Mr.  Parr  as  the  compensation  to  which 
he  was  entided,  and  a  bond  under  the  seal  of  the  cor- 
poration for  that  amount  Was  given  to  him  ;  that,  on  the 
loth  of  Decemberf  a  borough  rate  for  5000/.  was  ordered, 

but 
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bnt  tbtt  by  another  order,  dated  the  3d  of  January  1837,        1 337. 
the  rate  was  reduced  to  2500/.    The  information  charged    ^^^^^^ 
tfiat  Robert  Henning  Parr  had  voluntarily  resigned  the    Attorney- 
officeof  town  clerk,  and  was  not  removed  from  the     ^^^^^^^ 
same  by  any  act  of  the  town  council ;  and  that,  not  having         The 
been  so  removed,  he  was  not  entitled  to  any  compensation      of  Poole." 
in  respect  thereof;  and  that,  if  it  should  appear  that  he 
was  removed  and  was  entitled  to  any  compensation,  the 
same  ought  to  have  been  computed  with  reference  to 
the  profits  of  the  office  of  town  clerk  only,  and  to  no 
other  office  held  by  Robert  Hemiing  Parr. 

The  information  then  proceeded  to  state  that  Francis 
Turner^  an  inhabitant  of  the  borough,  appealed  against 
the  rate  made  by  the  council  to  the  recorder  of  the 
borough,  who  held  that  the  notice  of  the  appellant  was 
defective,  and  refused  to  hear  the  appeal ;  that  an 
application  was  subsequently  made  to  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  for  a  mandamus  to  the  recorder  to  hear 
the  appeal,  and  that  a  rule  nisi  was  granted,  which  was 
subsequently  discharged ;  that,  such  rule  having  been 
discharged,  the  rate-payers  of  the  borough  had  no 
remedy  at  law  against  the  rate,  nor  any  means  of 
appealing  therefrom,  not  being  able  to  try  the  validity 
of  the  rate  by  replevy,  as  the  rate  was  also  for  other 
purposes  besides  the  said  compensation ;  and  that  the 
said  compensation  not  having  been,  by  reason  of  the 
fraudulent  adjournment  and  alteration  in  the  constitution 
of  the  town  council,  protested  against  by  one  third  of 
the  town  council,  no  appeal  lay  to' the  Lords  Commis- 
sioners of  the  Treasury  according  to  the  provisions  of 
the  act. 

The  information  further  charged  that  the  mayor, 
aldermen,  and  burgesses  had  caused  to  be  levied  two 
instalments  of  the  rate,   and  that  they  threatened  and 

Vol.  IL  O  intended, 
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16A7.  intended^  unless  restrained  by  the  injunction  of  ibe 

^^Jl"^*^  Court,  to  enforce  the  payment  of  the  whole  of  the  said 

Attoenbt*  compensation^  and  apply  it  in  satisfaction  of  the  sum 

^**?*^^  secured  by  the  bond ;  that  such  instalments  were  paid 

The    .  under  protest,  and  ought  to  be  returned  to  the  persons 

of '^'^^  who  had  paid  the  same. 

To  this  information  general  demurrers  were  put  in 
by  the  Defendants. 

Sir  Charles  Wetherell^  Mr.  Barber^  Mr.  KindersUtf^ 
and  Mr.  Puller,  in  support  of  the  demurrers. 

The  information  is  demurrable  upon  four  grounds : 
first,  for  want  of  jurisdiction ;  secondly,  for  want  of 
equity ;  thirdly,  for  multifariousness ;  and  fourthly,  for 

want  of  parties. 

This  Court  is  called  upon  to  relieve  against  the  com- 
pensation awarded  by  the  town  council  to  Mr.  Parr^ 
and  to  adjudicate  upon  the  validity  of  the  rate.  With 
respect  to  the  question  of  compensation,  the  Municipal 
Corporation  Act  has  provided  a  particular  forum  which 
excludes  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court.  By  the  sixty- 
sixth  section  {a)  of  that  act,  the  council  is  to  determine 

upon 

(a)  The  sixty-sixth  section  is  adequate  compensation,  to  be 

as  follows :  —  assessed  by  the  council,  and  paid 

**  And   be  it  enacted,   that  out  of  the  borough  fund,  for  the 

every  officer  of  any  borough  or  salary,  fees,  and  emoluments  of 

county  who  shall  he  in  any  office  the  office  which  he  shall  so  cease 

of  profit  at  the  time  of  the  pass-  to  hold,  regard  being  had  to  the 

'  ing  of  this  act,  whose  office  shall  manner  of  his  appointment  to 

be  abolished,  or  who  shall  be  re-  the  said  office,  and  his  term  or 

moved  from  his  office  under  the  interest  therein,  and  all  other 

provisions  of  this  act,  or  who  circumstances  of  the  case;  and 

shall  notbere*appointedasafore-  e^ery  person  entitled  to  such 

laid,  shall  be  entitled  to  have  an  compensation  as  aforeiaid  ihali 

delifer 
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upon  the  claim  of  every  officer  whose  office  should  be 
abolished  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  act,  or  who 
should  be  removed  from  his  office  under  the  provisions 
of  the  act)  or  who  should  not  be  re-appointed ;  and  if 
the  claimant  is  dissatisfied  with  the  determination  of  the 
council,  or  if  one  third  of  the  members  of  the  council 
sign  a  protest  against  the  amount  of  the  compensation 
allowed  by  the  council,  an  appeal  is  given  to  the  Lords 
of  the  Treasury.  The  law  is  well  settled,  that  where  a 
right  is  given  for  the  first  time  by  an  act  of  parliament, 
and  the  act  prescribes  a  particular  mode  of  enforcing 

the 
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deliver  to  the  town  clerk,  or  in 
case  such  person  shall  himself 
be  town  cleric,  then  to  the  trea- 
surer of  the  borough,  a  statement 
under  the  hand  of  such  person, 
setting  forth  the  amount  re- 
ceived by  him  or  his  predecessors 
in  every  year  during  the  period 
of  five  years  next  before  the 
passing  of  this  act,  on  account 
of  the  ealary,  fees,  emoluments^ 
profits*  and  perquisites  in  respect 
whereof  he  shall  claim  such  com- 
pensation, distinguishing  the  of- 
fice, place,  situation,  employ- 
ment, or  appointment,  in  respect 
whereof  the  same  shall  have  been 
received,  and  containing  a  de- 
dafition  that  the  same  is  a  true 
statement,  according  to  the  best 
of  the  knowledge,  information, 
and  belief  of  such  person ;  and 
also  setting  forth  the  sum  claimed 
by  him  as  such  compensation; 
and  the  town  clerk  or  treasurer, 
ai  the  case  shall  be,  shall  lay 
such  statement  before  the  coun- 
cil, who  shall  take  the  same  into 
eonsademtiDn,  and  determine 
th«eon;  and  immediately  upon 


such  determination  being  made, 
the  person  preferring  such  claim, 
if  he  shall  not  himself  be  the 
town  clerk,  shall  be  informed 
thereof,  by  notice  in  writing, 
under  the  hand  of  the  town 
clerk;  and  in  case  such  claim 
shall  be  admitted  in  part  and  dis- 
allowed in  part,  such  notice  shall 
specify  the  particulars  in  which 
the  tame  shall  have  been  ad- 
mitted and  disallowed  respec- 
tively; and  in  case  the  person 
preferring  such  claim  shall  think 
himself  aggrieved  by  the  deter- 
mination of  the  council  thereon, 
or  in  case  one  third  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  council  shall  subscribe 
a  protest  against  the  amount  of 
compensation  allowed  by  the  de« 
termination  of  the  council  as 
excessive,  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  person  preferring  such  claim, 
or  any  member  of  the  council 
who  shall  subscribe  such  protest, 
to  appeal  to  the  Lords  Commis- 
sioners of  his  Majesty's  Treasury, 
who  shall  thereupon  make  such 
order  as  to  them  shall  seem 
just." 
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the  right,  the  particular  remedy  is  exclusive  of  all  others; 
but  where  the  right  previously  existed,  .and  the  statute 
is  only  affirmative  of  the  right,  and  points  out  a  further 
mode  of  enforcing  it,  the  remedy  is  cumulative^  and  does 
not  oust  the  prior  jurisdiction.  Vin*  Abr.  (a),  Co.  LitL  S48. 
b. ;  Tawnsend!s  case  (J),  Griffith  v.  Jpprice  (c) ;  The  King 
v.  Robinson  (d) ;  The  King  v.  Burridge  (e).  This  principle 
has  been  undisputed  from  the  time  of  Elizabeth  down  to 
the  present  period ;  and  the  greatest  inconvenience  might 
arise,  if  a  different  rule  of  construction  were  applied  to 
the  Municipal  Corporation  Act;  for  there  might  then  be 
two  simultaneous  conflicting  decisions  on  the  same  mat- 
ter, one  by  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury,  and  another  by 
this  Court. 


As  to  the  validity  of  the  rate,  that  is  a  legal  ques* 
tion  which  this  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  determine. 
The  act  has  provided  a  particular  tribunal,  the  re- 
corder's court;  and  in  the  particular  case  of  appeal, 
which  the  recorder,  for  defect  of  notice,  refused  to  en- 
tertain, the  Court  of  King's  Bench  refused  to  grant  a 
mandamus  to  compel  him  to  hear  the  appeal.  If  the 
rate  were  bad  upon  the  face  of  it,  or  if  a  distress  had 
been  levied  for  an  illegal  or  excessive  rate,  the  remedy 
by  certiorari,  or  by  replevin,  was  open  to  the  rate-payers. 
The  King  v.  Wavell  (g),  Richter  v.  Hughes  (A),  Gffoemors 
of  Bristol  V.  Wait  (J).  In  the  last  session  of  parliament 
an  act  was  passed  by  which  the  remedy  by  certiorari  to 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  was  expressly  given  to  all 
persons  interested  in  the  borough  fund,  against  any  order 
of  the  council  for  payment  of  any  sum  of  money  out  of 
the  borough  fund,  {k) 

Even 


(a)  vol.  19.  p.  512. 
[h)  Plowd.  111. 
(c)  Cro.  Elk.  104. 
{d)  2  Burr,  199. 
{e)  5  P.  Wms.  460. 


(g)  Ihtig,ll6. 
(A)  2B.^  a  499.      . 
(l)  lAd.iEU.264. 
(k)  1  Vict,  c,  78.  *.  44. 
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Even  if  the  Court  had  jurisdiction,  there  is  no  equity  1837. 
to  ^stain  this  information.  The  information  doeis  not 
expressly  allege  that  the  council  which  determined  the 
amount  of  compensation  was  illegally  constituted,  or  that 
the  a^umments  were  illegal.  Whether  the  council 
was  or  was  not  legally  constituted,  and  whether  the  ad<- 
joumments  were  legal  or  otherwise,  are  questions  which 
it  does  not  belong  to  a  court  of  equity  to  determine.  If 
the  proceedings  were  illegal,  that  is  a  legal  objection ; 
if  they  were  l^al,  they  are  equally  binding  at  law  and 
in  equity.  There  is  no  distinct  allegation '  of  fraud 
which  can  raise  any  equity  to  support  this  information. 
The  adjournments  are  once  parenthetically  called  ''fraud- 
ulent;"  but  this  transitory  epithet  cannot  constitute  an 
allegation,  and,  if  it  did,  no  fact  is  stated  in  the  inform- 
ation which  can  support  such  an  allegation.  The  alle- 
gations that  Parr  resigned  his  office  voluntarily,  and 
that  the  award  of  compensation  is  founded  upon  an 
allowance  of  claims  in  respKOt  of  other  offices  besides 
that  of  town  clerk,  raise  xtk  question  for  the  equitable 
jurisdiction  of  this  Court.  If  these  objections  are  well 
^  founded,  they  are  legal  objections.  Still  less  can  that 
part  of  the  information,  which  relates  to  the  validity  of 
the  rate,  furnish  a  ground  for  the  equitable  interposition 
of  this  Court.  It  has  been  determined  that  this  Court 
has  jurisdiction  in  cases  of  misapplication  of  the  borough 
fund;  but  this  information  contains  no  allegation  that 
there  is  a  borough  fund,  or  any  corporation  property 
over  which  the  Court  might  have  jurisdiction.  There 
is,  in  fact,  no  corporate  property  which  can  give  the 
Court  such  jurisdiction ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  state- 
ments in  the  information  are  inconsistent  with  the  ex'ist- 
ence  of  a  surplus,  cbnstituting  a  corporate  fund. 

The  third  ground  of  demurrer  is  that  the  information 
is  multifarious,  a  question  as  to  tb^  V^dity  of  the  bond 
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given  to  secure  the  amount  of  oompensation  awarded  to 
Mr.  Parr  being  mixed  up  with  the  totally  distinct  qoet-* 
tion  as  to  the  Talidity  of  the  rate. 

Lastly,  this  information  purports  to  be  an  information 
filed  oa  behalf  of  the  rate-payers  of  Poole,,  and  all  the 
rate-payers  are  not  before  the  Court  If  such  an  in- 
formation, therefore,  conld  be  sustained  on  other  grounds, 
it  would  be  defective  for  want  of  parties.  But  the  At- 
torney-General has  no  right  to  file  an  information  on 
behalf  of  the  rate-payers  as'such :  the  case,  made  in  the 
information  is,  that  of  the  rate-payers  only ;  no  misap* 
plication  of  the  borough  fund  is  alleged,  and  there  is 
nothing  in  the  nature  of  charity  or  public  trutt  to 
support  the  proceeding  instituted  by  the  Attorney-* 
General.   The  AHomey^General  v.  Br&am*  (a) 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Lynch,  eontrd. 

It  is  argued  that  the  provision,  made  by  the  act  for 
a  particular  tribunal,  excluues  the  general  jurisdiction 
of  this  Court;  but  that  argument  did  not  prevail  in  The 
Attomey-General  v.  Aspinall  (ft),  where  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, concurring,  indeed,  in  that  respect  with  this 
Court,  held  that  the  special  remedies,  provided  by  the 
act  in  cases  of  fraudulent  alienation,  did  not  oust  the 
ordinary  jurisdiction  of  this  Court.  The  question  here 
is,  not  whether  we  are  entitled  to  all  the  relief  which 
we  ask,  but  whether  we  are  entitled  to  any  part  of  it ; 
for,  if  we  are  entitled  to  any  part  of  that  relief,  this 
demurrer  cannot  be  sustained.  The  equity  of  the  in- 
formation is  this,  that  the  rate-payers  and  inhabitants^ 
who  are  the  cestuis  que  tntst  of  the.funds  belonging  to 
the  corporation,  allege  that  the  corporation,  who  are 

the 


(a)  1  SwanU.  S65. 


{b)  S  Mylne  ^  CVa^,613. 
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the  trustees,  have,  by  ooUasion  with  the  Defendant  1897. 
Parr^  created  an  incumbrance  upon  those  funds  which 
ought  not  legally  to  constitute  a  charge  upon  them, 
and  the  relief  which  they  seek  is  to  be  discharged 
from  that  incumbrance.  That  a  public  trust  has  been 
constituted  by  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  has  never 
been  disputed.  It  was  not  disputed  in  the  Jitome^ 
General  v.  AspimU^  the  question  there  being  whether 
the  trust  attached  on  the  corporation  property  from 
the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  act,  or  not  until  the 
period  appointed  by  the  act  for  the  appointment  of  a 
treasurer.  If  then  a  trust  has  been  created  for  public 
'  purposes,  is  it  not  the  practice  of  the  Court  to  authorise 
an  information  by  the  Attomey^General  to  prevent  any 
misapplication  of  the  property  on  which  a  trust,  whether 
of  a  charitable  or  other  public  nature^  has  attached  ? 
Such  was  the  principle  upon  which  the  Court  decided 
the  case  of  the  Atiom^General  v.  Brawny  where  an 
information  was  filed  by  the  Attorney-General,  at  the 
relation  of  one  of  the  inhabitants  of  Brighton^  against 
the  commissioners  empowered  by  act  of  parliament  to 
levy  a  rate  on  coals  for  certain  public  purposes.  It  is 
said  that  there  is  no  property  belonging  to  the  corpor* 
ation ;  and,  if  that  is  the  case,  there  can  certainly  be  no 
trust.  But  a  corporation  must,  at  least,  have  a  common 
seal,  and  the  insignia  of  office ;  there  are,  moreover,  the 
proceeds  of  the  fines  and  forfeitures  transferred  by  the 
act  from  the  Crown  to  the  corporation,  and  the  rates 
directed  by  the  act  to  be  carried  to  the  borough  fund 
for  the  purposes  of  the  corporation.  It  is  immaterial 
whether  the  corporate  property  consists  of  land  or  money 
belonging  to  the  corporation  previously  to  the  passing  of 
the  act,  or  of  monies  directed  to  be  levied  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act,  and,  in  that  way,  constituting  a 
borough  fund. 

O  4  If 
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Jf^  tjij^f  ^^^gpf^ng  jn  the  act  which  expressly  t^Kclndos 
theju^js^icjioi^,  pf  ^  court  of  equity,  it  is  6ettle4  by.thfr, 
ATToart/iv-    cQs^^fff  'f^fif{^^i^xn^-General  t.  AxpiuaU  {(i\  ^r^^  ITAc' 
~?*"/U)  Ai^^[^^jl^f^€rfi\  y.  Wilson^  a  cf^  in  which  the-cort^ 

The!        poi;^tjf)p  flif, -5i<^^4? .  were  Defendints^  anil  wlMchl/wtfl 
^l^)/4n?»'^ref;p]jit^^d^pide4hy  the  Vice-Ch  oa  tbfeiputhpKtiy 

iiooi  o  ^p  ^j^^  Attomey^General  v.  Aspinall^  that  th^, ordinary 
jurisdiction  of  this  Court  is  not  ousted.  The  question, 
th^,  j^  whether  this  informajtioa  does  not  allege  arcade 
of  breach  of  trust  against  the  corporation  19  collusion 
wi^h  PatTi  which  the  Defendants  are  bound  •  to  answer. 
T^  infeotion  of  the  legislature  was  to  giro  to  the  new 
co^nc^  the  power  of  abolishing  offices  held  under  the 
old  corporation ;  of  removing  persons  from  offices  not 
abolished^  and  re-appointing  the  same  persons  or  othen 
as  they  might  think  fit ;  and  of  giving  oompensadon^to 
persons  whose  offices  were  abolished,  or  who  might  be 
removed  and  not  re«appointed ;  but  the  council  had  no 
power,  under  the  act^  of  giving  compensation  to  a  per- 
son  who,  as  this  information  alleges,  voluntarily  re- 
signed his  office  for  the  purpose  of  retaining  other 
offices  of  a  more  lucrative  description*  Before  the  town 
clerk,  could  be  re-appobted,  be  must  have  been  re* 
mf^iyed;  but  he  could  not  be  re-appointed  wtthonthis 
owr^  consent ;  and  iQ  as  we  say,  he  abdicated  hb  <iffiee, 
is  tlf^re  any  pretence  for  saying  that  be  was  entiliedilo 
compens|Ltion  ?  There  is,  at  any  rate,  an  equity  to  eon- 
tend  that  the  security  given  was.  not  valid,  >aod  that  any 
app^ppria^on  of  the  borough  fund  to  the  discbfffgb  of 
th^t  s^Cjurity  is  a  breacli  of  trust.  The  a|)peal>to'tlie 
Trea;^ury  is  only  given  on  the  supposition  that  ihecofficer 
is  entitled  to  some  compensation,  and  one  third  of  the 
c6upQi|  is  dissatisfied  with  the  award*,  in  respect,  of  (he 
qtiantuiif  pf  compensation,  Where,  as  ip.  this  «^e^  there 
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is  no  right  to  compensation  at  all,  the  clause  giving  the  {^7.^ 
appeal  to  the  Treasury  does  not  come  into  operation ; 
hot  this  Court  becomes  the  only  proper  tribunal.  Whe- 
ther there  was  cbllusion  or  not  between  the  corporation 
and  Mr.  Parr^  a  security  was  executed,  as  we  allege, 
without  authority  on  the  one  side  to  give,  or  on  the 
other  to  receive. 

If  Mr.  Parr  was  entitled  to  some  compensation,  is 
there  not,  upon  the  circumstances  alleged  in  this  in- 
formation,  an   equity  to   have  that   compensation  cut 
down  in  this  Court  to  a  just  amount?     Had  Mr.  Partes 
claim  been  delivered  in  shortly  after  his  resignation,  it 
might  have  been  disposed  of  by  the  council  then  in  ex- 
istence.    The  matter  was  ripe  for  decision  on  the  ]4th 
of  October  ;  for  what  end  were  the  adjournments  made 
but  for  a  fraudulent  purpose  ?     It  is  not  alleged  that 
the  eighty  new  burgesses  had  no  right  to  vote ;  but  it  is 
alleged  that  the  adjournments  were  made  until  after  the 
election  of  a  new  council,  without  necessity,  and  for  the 
purposes  of  fraud.      If  compensation  has  been  made, 
as  the  information  alleges,  in  respect  of  the  profits  of  all 
the  offices  held  by  Mr.  Parr,  it  ought  to  be  reduced  in 
the  proportion  which  the  profits  of  the  office  of  town 
clerk  bear  to  the  profits  of  that  office  together  with  the 
other  offices  included  in  Mr.Pan-'s  statement     The 
case  has  been  argued  as  if  the  Court  were  asked  to 
adjudicate  upon  the  legality  of  the  rate,  instead  of  being 
called  upon  to  prevent  trustees  from  misapplying  the 
trust  funds.     The  application  of  rates,  which  are  raised 
for  the  purpose  of  being  administered  by  a  corporation 
whicli  is  a  trustee  for  public  purposes,  is  a  proper  sub- 
ject of  equitable  jurisdiction.     There  is  no  authority  to 
shew  that  these  rates  can  be  relieved  against  at  law,  on 
the  ground  stated  in  the  information.     The  cases  cited, 
in  which  relief  was  obtained  at  law,  are  either  cases  in 

which 
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which  the  lale  was  levied  upon  property  not  in  tfie 
iDdifiduaPs  possession  at  the  time  the  rate  was  made, 
as  in  The  ISng  v.  Wavell^  or  cases  in  which  the  eom- 
missioners  had  exceeded  the  amount  of  the  rates  which 
they  were  empowered  to  raise  by  the  act,  as  in  Bichtmr 
V*  Hughes.  All  that  a  court  of  law  can  look  to^  on  an 
appeal,  or  action  brought  against  a  rate,  is  its  legality ; 
it  cannot,  in  such  a  proceeding,  correct  its  misappli- 
cation, still  less  can  it  look  to  the  purposes  to  which  it 
is  intended  to  be  misapplied.  The  King  y.  The  Mmfor 
of  Gloucester  {a).  That  is  the  province  of  a  court  of 
equity,  and  against  such  misapplication  relief  is  properly 
sought  in  this  Court. 


Multifariousness  is  an  objection  which  is  frequently 
taken,  and  whieh  rarely  prevails.  If  in  the  same  record 
matters  are  involved  which  have  no  connection  with 
each  other,  or  in  which  some  of  the  defendants  have 
no  interest,  the  suit  is  multifarious.  The  object  of  this 
information  is  to  set  aside  a  bond  given  by  one  party  in 
breach  of  their  trust,  and  accepted  by  another  in  breach 
of  his  duty.  The  corporation  and  the  Defendant  Parr 
have  a  direct  interest  in  the  suit,  and  the  Defendant  Ar^ 
nold  is  made  a  party  for  the  purpose  of  discovery. 
Where,  in  this  case,  are  the  two  demands  which  are 
inconsistent  with  each  other,  or  how  can  this  suit  be 
impeached  as  multifarious  ?  The  information  may  pray 
more  relief  than  the  Court  may  ultimately  grant,  but 
excess  in  the  quantity  of  relief  prayed  does  not  consti- 
tute multifariousness. 


Neither  can  this  demurrer  be  sustained  for  want  of 
parties.  When  the  Attorney-Oeneral  files  an  inform- 
ation on  behalf  of  a  charity,  it  is  not  necessary  to  make 

all 

(a)  S  r.  R.  346. 
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all  the  objects  of  the  charity  parties ;  nor  ia  it  nacesoury,        1897. 


Tlie 


when  the  subject  of  the  information  is  a  public  tmat) 

to  nake  all  the  cestuis  que  trust  parties.     The  Attorney-'    Xvmmm^ 

General  v*  Brown  (a),  where  the  informatioii  was  fikd-by      C«iiuiai. 

the  Attorney- General,  and  a  single  inhabitant  represents  The 

ing  the  rest^  is  a  direct  authority  in  support  of  the  form      of^oo^ 

of  this  information.     In  that  case  a  similar  objection, 

for  want  of  parties,  was  urged  without  success ;  and  in 

ITie  AUomey^Gefieral  v.  The  Corporation  of  Dublin  (i) 

Jjofd  Eldon  expresses  his  adherence  to   the  opinion 

which  he  given  had  upon  this  point  in  7^  Attorney-' 

General  t.  Brawn* 

Sir  Charles  WethereU^  in  reply. 

The  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  is  taken  away,  if  not  by 
the  express  words  of  the'  act,  by  necessary  implication. 
There  is  a  most  material  distinction  in  this  respect  be- 
tween the  language  of  the  ninety-second  section,  which 
gives  authority  to  the  privy  council  in  cases  of  fraudulent 
or  improvident  alienation ;  and  the  language  of  the  sixty- 
sixth  section,  which  gives  an  appeal  from  the  determin- 
ation of  the  council  to  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury.  In 
the  one  case  the  clause  gives  a  discretionary  authority ; 
the  privy  council  are  to  act  if  they  think  fit ;  in  the 
the  other,  the  clause  is  mandatory,  and  the  Lords  of  the 
Treasury  are  to  make  an  order  which  shall  be  binding 
upon  all  parties.  This  difference  entirely  distinguishes 
the  present  case,  so  far  as  the  question  of  jurisdiction  is 
concerned,  from  The  Attomcy^General  v.  Aspinall,  and 
The  Aitometf^General  v.  Wilson. 


Th^ 

{a)  1  SwaruL  265.  (6)  1  Bligh,  N.  S.^  313. 
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18  37.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

\^^»4^ikU       bliJodr:  ,111  iinid  '  '       .    »''-»t  C.J   /(jn.'Mli 

^^btf'w^     .',7ih?  IM^^in^cipal  Reform  Act  effected  gr^t^pbaflg^ip, 

^^ral^t/.    ^.^nff.^,V^^°P  ^^^^  duties  of  the  corporate,  officii;?.    .1^ 

uiiH^:4  0     g^y^^jautjl|i9ritjr  .to  the  borough  coi^pc^^toi  ^pppj^t  At 

C  r^fiVion    ^^^^  clerk,  treasurer,  and  such  other  officers  a$  ?J)ouIA 

^tff$«««io'>  be  necessary,  and  to  discontinue  the  appointment  ot 

*i)ic!  14.*     ^ipl^, oncers  as  should  not  be  thpught,  i;i.eces^ry,  tmd 

tc{^ffi(ppye  a'I  mwstprial  oi;  executfve  pflSo^^sj  ^jd  t|)^. 

o^ers  were  directed  to  act  untij  renjpvflJ.   aiKl  »o 

Ipqgery  unless  re-appointed  under  the  picoyi^ioflg?  of  tba 

afjtjf  and  the  sixty-sixth  secdon.enacts,,th9t:.(?yery  pfficer- 

\ylfP  ,3haU  be  iu  an  office  of  profit  at  (lie  p#$s|ng  of  tl^ 

a^et^  whose  office  shall  be  abolished,  or  who  ^aU.b<^. 

removed  from  his  office  under  the  provisions  of  the  apt;, 

or  who  shall  not  be  re-appointed  as  aforesaid,  shall  h^, 

entitled  to  have  an  adequate  compensation,  to  b^  pillowed. 

by  the  council,  and  paid  out  of  the  borough  fund. 

This  is  not  the  cpse  pf  an  officer  whose  office;  bas 
been  abolishedt  or  of  an  officer  who  has  b^en  r^iqov^ 
from. his  office  by  an  act  of  the  council  und^r.,^he  pro* 
vi^oKis  of  the. act;  but  it  is  the  case  of  an.  oj^i:;^^  ^bj», 
I^si^ot  been  re-appointed  under  the  provi^pn^,  pf  ,tbp 
a^Jj  .  The  information,  which  allege^ ,  that ,  Mr^  ^fl^T 
i^igo^d,  does  not  allege  that,  if  he  Iv^fi  xis^l  j^^i^^^ 
b^. would  have  been  re-appointed;  but  insi^t^jtibf^t)  ben 
cause  he  resigned,  he  had  no  title  to  any  coqp/^n^tjopr- 
The  act,  however,  makes  no  exception  as  to  officers 
w,hQ  arp  qot  re-appoint^,  in  co;^equ^rfcc;^oC;r^^Q^t|Dn 
on,jt,beir  part;  and  it  is,  I  thinks  equally  coR^^^tSflt^yfilfr^ 

tbe)eweral  scope  and  purpose  of  lti|^,iwSji«^,lY'^'^'*^ ■ 
plrtin  xjonsitriaction  of  the  words  emplqyqdj^fiireg^^ca 
to, this  subject,  that, any  officer,  whp,  jn /^ips^uq^^fl^.ipf 
tbi^jgy^t  aod  iipport^nt  alteratiops  m^dp  ^p.^^jijeiflp^^Fp- 
and  taopiur  qf  his  ofi^qe,  thought  fit  tp,j:)s^|^.^ 

thereby 
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thereby  to  forego  the  chance  of  re-appointinent«  should  v«M^9«^. 

iiHv^»H^^s'b6  <iltitled  to  compensation.  ^  1  am,  itiie-  ^l^^J^T^. 

ftVe,  tjf  6|illHoh^ that,  on  this  information,  <her^ 'ik'  i^ddnK'^  /MmaMtb^ 
tb  ihfe^Hfta£*Mr.  Parr  was  not  entitled  io  ibWi  c6hl-     ^'^^^^ 

pensation.  notjA'iHipn ) 

,  ofFooijf, 

"Butiffi'thSis'lh' Which  the  officers  are  entitfetf  td'       ^"   ''^ 

compensation,  the  act  appoints  this  mode  of  proce^- 
ihg,  atid  provides  for  a  complete  and  satisfactory  In-' 
T^stigatioh  6(  the  merits  of  the  claim.  It  is  enacted' 
thftt  compensatibn  shall  be  alloM^ed  by  the  council;  that 
At  council  &hall  consider  die  claim;  that  the  claimant, 
ob  the  requisition  of  any  member  of  the  council,  sbalt 
atttod'  any  meeting  of  the  council,  and  answer,  on  oath 
of  affirmation,  all  such  questions  as  any  member  oF 
the  council  may  ask,  and  that  the  council  shall  deter- 
mine on  the  claim. 

'  The  council  having  detemiined '  on  the  claim,  an 
app^I  )s  given  to  the  Treasury.  The  claimj^nt  may  ap- 
jJttil^  if 'he'thinlcs  himself  aggrieved  j  and  if  one  third  of 
tb(6  members  of  the  council  shall  think  the  cdmpensT' 
atibn  'tocesi^ive,  and  shall  subscribe  a  protest  against  it 
as  sikch'y'  any  member  of  the  council,  who  shall  havef 
9«!^Utfbed  'the  protest,  may  appeal ;  and  the  order  of 
the-Trte«5Qt^'6n  the  appeal  is  declared  to  be  bitidinj^ 
otiidl|>U^ties: 

^^'TM'^ied'ii  stl^tit  as  to  toy  remedy  agauist  excite^V^' 
diUfpitiiiitltMy  if  so  many  as  one  third  of  the  cooncll' 
dO'h6lr'|)rtrtt^t  against  the  amount,  qr,  in  other  words^' 
if  liidrii  *  tbdti  tV^o^  thirds  of  the  council  approve  the- 
abotMf i'^iiM  by  thi^  Enactment  it  would  seem  to  hAve^ 
beeti'iUtet^Qed  to  protect  the  officers,  and  not  to  p^mlt 
tire 'coriiij^iatlon  awarded  to  them  by  the  majonity'to 

'    -^    '»  be 
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1B37.      '  bb  di^rttrrbed  as  excessive,  if  it  was  not  protested  against 
^^]^^     by  one  tbird. 

Aft^HNSV- 

BNsaAL  Pj^^  ^^^  jg  ^j^^  j^^  j^y  which  the  boroagh  fiind  is 

^^|he  ,  formed  J  by  which  the  corporate  property  and  the  bo- 
^Kdu^  rough  fund  are  impressed  with  a  trust,  by  which  the 
right  of  the  town  clerk  to  compensation  b  enacted,  and 
'  by  which  the  remedy  for  any  defect  or  excess  in  the 
compensation  is  given.  These  circumstances  also  tend 
to  shew  that  the  remedy  was  intended  to  be  exclusive ; 
and,  if  it  be  not  exclusive,  it  might  happen  that,  ia 
r^fepect  of  the  same  order  for  compensation,  Che  town 
clerk  might  complain  of  it  by  way  of  appeal  to  die 
Treasury  as  defective;  and  the  Attorney-General  by 
information,  with  or  without  any  rate-payer  for  his  re- 
lator ;  or,  according  to  another  view  of  this  case,  any 
rate-payer  by  bill  might  complain  to  this  Court  of  the 
same  compensation  as  excessive.  There  might  be  aa 
order  of  the  Treasury,  which  is  declared  by  the  act  to 
be  binding  on  all  parties,  and  another  and  inconsistent 
order  of  this  Court  pronounced  in  the  exercise  of  its 
jurisdiction  on  breaches  of  trust ;  and,  in  case^  in  which 
an  appeal  to  the  Treasury  does  not  lie,  this  Court,  in 
support  of  its  jurisdiction,  might  find  it  necessary  to 
pursue  a  mode  of  ascertaining  the  compensation  dif- 
ferent from  that  which  is  appointed  by  the  act,  namely, 
an  assessment  by  the  council. 

Supposing,  however,  that  the  establishment  of  a  trust 
may,  in  this  case,  as  in  other  cases,  carry  with  it  a  right 
to  resort  to  this  Court  for  relief  in  case  of 'any  breach 
of  the  trust;  and  conceivhig  that  this  Court  would  in- 
terfere in  cases  of  fraud  or  misconduct  amounting  to  a 
gross  breach  of  trust,  which  the  appointed  tribunal 
could  not  reach,  it  is  necessary  to  consider  the  alle- 
gations 
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gations  of  ibis  inFormation  for  the  purposQ  of  asgeKtiun-* 
ing  whether  they  afford  a  ground  for  equitable  xelieC 

Tbe  allegations  to  be  considered  are^  firsf»  thi|t  the 
compensation  is  excessive  and  improper,  because  founded 
on  a  computation  which  brings  into  account  the  profits 
of  other  offices  besides  that  of  town  clerk ;  andf  se- 
condly^  that  a  protest  of  one  third  of  the  council  was 
prevented  by  fraudulent  adjournments  and  alteration  in 
tbe  constitution  of  the  town  council. 


aoT 


18d7. 


The 
Attojunvt- 

GSUBSAL 
V. 

The 
.Gpi9Mi»i:ton 


As  to  the  first  of  these  allegations,  it  is  evident  that, 
if  an  office  be  of  such  a  nature,  or  so  circumstanced, 
that  the  holder  by  having  it  acquires,  or  by  quitting  it 
loses,  the  possession  of  other  offices,  the  loss  of  the 
office  induces  not  only  the  loss  of  the  profits  of  the 
office  itself,  but  also  the  loss  of  the  profits  of  the  other 
offices  which  were  in  a  sense  dependent  upon  it;  and 
that  a  just  compensation  for  the  ihss  of  the  office  must, 
to  some  extent,  take  into  account  the  value  of  those 
other  offices* 

The  statute  says  that,  in  assessing  the  compensation 
fi>r  the  salary,  fees,  and  emoluments  of  the  office,  re- 
gard is  to  be  had  to  the  manner  of  appointment  to 
the  office,  to  the  officer's  term  or  interest  therein,  and 
all  other  circumstances  of  the  case ;  and  the  loss  of  de- 
pendent offices,  consequent  on  the  loss  of  the  office,  to 
which  the  offiycer  is  not  r&-appqinted,  appears  to  me  to 
be  a  very  ilz^)ortant  circumstance  of  the  case  to  be  con- 
sidered; and  I  do  not  think  that  the  compensation  is  to 
be  considered  as  excessive,  merely  because  the -profits  of 
other  offices  were  taken  into  consideration. 


With  respect  to  the  alleged  fraudulent  adjournments, 
and  alteration  in  the  constitution  of  the  town  council,  it 

does 
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1837*  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  information  contains  any 
^"^^V^^  statement  of  fiicts  which  can  be  relied  on  as  fidrming  a 
Attohnct-  fomidation  for  the  charge  of  fraud.  If  there  was  no 
Gkmrral  frftuflulent  or  corrupt  practice  successfiifly  emf^loyed  irf 
The  ^  procuring  the  election  of  the  new  town  counciHon^  cm 
of^oLs.  ^^^  ^^  °f  Novembet'f  the  town  council  of  November  re- 
presented the  borough  as  fairly  as  the  town  council  o(Oc» 
icber  ;  and  the  statement  shews  nothing  h'ke  a  fhaudulent 
practice  successfully  employed  in  procuring  the  election 
of  the  new  councillors.  It  is  stated  that  Mr.  Parr 
acted  as  one  of  the  assessors  of  the  mayor,  when  the 
burgess  list  was  revised  on  the  14th  of  October  ;  that 
eighty  persons,  who  had  formerly  been  excused,  had 
their  rates  paid  up,  and  voted  in  the  election  :  but  (t  is 
not  stated  that  Mr.  Patr  practised  any  fraud  in  his 
character  of  assessor ;  or  that  the  eighty  persons  men* 
tioned  were  fraudulently  placed  on  the  burgess  roll  to 
influence,  or  that  they  did  influence,  the  election ;  or 
that  the  councillors  elected  were  any  other  than  fair 
representatives  of  the  voters ;  or  that  for  such,  or  any 
other  reasons,  the  town  council  of  November  #as  not 
competent  to  act  for  all  borough  purposes,  to  award  a 
just  compensation,  and  protect  the  borough  against  an 
excessive  claim.  And,  under  these  circumstances,  I 
think  that  the  facts  stated  do  not  support  the  vague  and 
general  allegations  of  fi'aud,  which  this  information  con- 
tains. 

I  think  it  unnecessary  to  notice  particularly  the  other 
parts  of  this  information.  The  relief  sought  is  mainly 
founded  on  the  all^ation  that  Mr.  Parr  resigned,  and 
was  not  removed  from  his  ofiice.  The  alternate  relief 
sought  is  founded  on  the  hypothesis  that  Mr.  Parr  may 
have  been  removed  without  having  resigned ;  and  it  is 
with  a  view  to  that  contingency,  that  the  information 
prays  that  the  compensation  awarded  may  be  reduced. 

The 


Corporation . 

'ogle.   ' 


CASES  IN  CHANCflRY,  god 

Vm  #Ilegi^ions  respecting  the  illqgalUy  of  .f%,ff9tp{^    ^  18?y. 

whicb,  hate  been  ordered,  and  the  relief-  tl^/c^i^ppn 

soQf^t,  have  reference  either  to  the  case  in  wf^Jph  j^.. 

Parr  19ight.be  ^titled  to  no  compensa{i9n  at  ^1^ .or  )to. 

tt|^  caae  JQ  which  the  compensation  awarded  to  him. 

ouight  to  be  ^uceds  but  must  depend,  and,  be  conse- 

qiieot  ODf  one  of  those  branches  of  relief.    And  as  it 

do^  not  appear  to  m^  that,  upon  this  information  as 

fbuQed^  it  can  be  declared  that  the  bond  ought  either  to, 

be  d^v<V9Bd  up  to  be  cancelled,  or  ordered  to  stand  a^ ' 

a  security  for  some  less  sum  than  it  purports  to  secure, 

I  d^  not  fsonsider  it  necessary  to  express  any  opinion  on . 

t^^e  argi^ents  relating  to  the  validity  of  the  rate,  ,or 

tl^  Jurisdiction  of  this  Court  to  interfere  on  the  sub-r 

jec$. 

I  allow  these  demurrers,  on  the  ground  that  no  case 
is  made  for  the  jnterference  of  a  court  of  equity. 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Lynch,  on  the  next  seal-day^ 
moved  tor  Leave  to  amend  the  information,  on  the  ground 
that  the  demurrer  had  been  allowed  rather  in  conse-, 
qnence  of  the  defect  in  the  charging  part  of  the  in- 
fi>rmation»  than  upon  any  substantial  want  of  equity;, 
but  his  lordship,  without  hearing  the  other  side,  refused 
the  motion. 
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1836. 


1858. 
March  S. 

Where  the 
decree^Rraft 
made  by  the 
Vice-Chan- 
cetlor,  and  an 
order  upon  a 
petition  in  the 
cause  was 
afterwards 
made  by  the 
Master  of  the 
Rolls  reserv- 
ing the  costs 
of  the  peti- 
tioners, the 
reservation 
of  costs  does 
not  give 
authority  to 
the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  to 
hear  a  petition 
in  the  cause, 
presented 
after  the  20th 
of  May 
1857;  but 
such  petition 
must,  under 
the  new 
orders,  be 
heard  by 
the  Vice- 
chancellor. 


SENIOR  V.  WILK& 

fTIHIS  was  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  a  testator's 
^  estate,  in  which  the  usual  decree  for  taking  the 
accounts  had  heeti  made  by  the  Vice-Chancellor.  Two 
of  the  creditors,  John  Llcyd  and  Henry  Uajfdj  who 
came  in  under  the  decree  to  prove  their  debts,  and 
whose  claim  had  been  disallowed  by  the  Master,  had, 
upon  a  petition  presented  to  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
before  the  promulgation  of  the  new  orders,  dated  the 
5th  of  May  ISST^  obtained  an  order  for  a  reference  to 
the  Master  to  reconsider  their  claim,  and  the  costs  of  the 
petitioners  were  reserved  by  that  order.  The  Master 
afterwards  allowed  their  claim,  and  made  a  separate 
report  of  debts  due  from  the  testator's  estate,  including 
the  debt  of  the  petitioners.  A  petition  was  now  pre- 
sented by  the  Plainti£&,  the  object  of  which  was  to  have 
a  dividend  of  Ids.  in  the  pound  on  the  debts,  found  due^ 
paid  out  of  the  assets  then  realised. 

Mr.  Pembertonj  for  the  petitioners,  submitted  whether, 
under  these  circumstances,  the  Court,  which  had  re- 
served to  itself  the  power  of  adjudicating  upon  the  costs 
of  the  former  petition,  had  not  authority  to  dispose  of 
the  present  petition. 

Mr.  Wilbrahaniy  contra^  said  that,  the  decree  having 
been  made  by  the  Vice-Chancelior,  the  petitiou  must,  in 
conformity  with  the  new  orders  (a),  be  heard  by  the 
same  judge. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  the  distribution  of  this 
estate  must  now  be  considered  as  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Vice-Chancellor. 


{d)  I  Keen^  xiv. 
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BREWIN  XK  AUSTIN.  March  1. 

Tl  Y  the  decree  made  in  the  cause,  the  testator's  estates  Rul^  as  to  the 
-^^    were  directed  to  be  sold  free  from  the  incnm-  ©f  subsequent 

brsnces  of  such  mortiraiBees  and  incumbrancers  as  should  interest,  where 
1         1         *Ti    1  11  the  amount  of 

consent  to  the  sale.    All  the  mortgagees  consented ;  and  the  principal, 

die  Master,  by  his  rqport,  found  the  amount  of  the  prin-  J."^"^  j'y*"^ 
cipal,  interest,  and  costs  due  upon   the   mortgage  of  upon  a  mort^ 
the  petidoner  Joseph  Kearsley.    The  estates  were  sold,  ^^^  ^" 
the  puvchase^money  had  been  paid  into  court,  and  the  Master's  re- 
petition now  presented  prayed  for  a  reference  back  to  ^^ 
the  Master  to  cooipute  subsequent  interest  upon  the 
petitioner's  mortgage)  and  to  compute  and  tax  his  sub- 
sequent costs,  and  for  payment  of  the  sum  found  due  by 
the  report  and  of  such  subsequent  interest  and  costs. 

Mr.  Koep  who  appeared  for  the  petitioner,  mentioned 
the  case  of  Bruere  v.  Wharton  (a),  where  a  note  of  Bobin- 
son  V.  Penmfman  in  the  Exchequer  was  dted  from  Lord 
Colchester^s  manuscripts,  in  which  it  was  said,  that  *'  after 
the  report  of  principal,  interest,  and  costs  on  a  mortgage, 
and  time  enlarged,  with  order  to  compute  subsequent 
interest,  this  subsequent  interest  was  to  be  computed  on 
the  aggregate  reported  sum  of  principal,  interest,  and 
costs,  and  not  on  the  principal  only;  and  agreed  the 
practice  in  Chancery  to  be  the  same;''  and  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  said  he  had  always  understood  the  practice 
to  be  as  stated  in  that  note^  and  made  an  order  accord- 
ingly. In  Whaiion  v.  Cradoek  (&),  however,  the  point 
was  raised  in  this  Court,  and  his  Lordship  held  the  rule 
to  be  that,  where  the  amount  of  principal  and  interest 
due  upon  a  mortgage  had  been  found  by  the  Master's 
report,  and  it  was  referred  back  to  the  Master  to  com- 
pute 
(a)  7  Sim,  4S3.  {b)  I  Keen,  267. 
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18S8.  pute  subsequent  interest,  such  subsequent  interest  was  to 
be  computed  upon  the  principal  only.  Bruere  ▼•  Whartcn 
had  appeared  very  reoentlyy  but,  in  point  of  date,  was 
considerably  prior  to  the  decision  in  Whatton  ▼•  Cradock. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

On  bills  of  foreclosure,  when  the  mortgagor  asked  to 
enlarge  the  time  appointed  for  payment,  and  the  Court 
thought  proper  to  grant  the  application,  the  practice 
formerly  was  not  to  order  any  immediate  payment,  but 
to  order  subsequent  interest  to  be  computed  on  the 
aggregate  amount  of  principal,  interest,  and  costs  already 
reported.  For  many  years  past,  however,  the  practice 
has  been  to  enlarge  the  time  only  on  the  terms  of  first 
paying  the  interest  and  costs  already  reported;  and 
these  bdng  paid,  subsequent  interest  is  to  be  computed 
on  the  principal  only,  that  alone  remaining  unpaid. 
Monkhouse  v.  The  Corporation  of  Bedford  {a)^  and  Ed- 
wards  v.  Cufdiffe{b\  do  not  appear  to  have  been  re- 
ferred to  in  the  case  cited.  If,  for  any  special  reason, 
the  Court  should  think  fit  to  enlarge  the  time  without 
ordering  any  immediate  payment,  I  conceive  that  it 
would  now  be  proper  to  order  the  subsequent  interest 
to  be  computed  on  the  aggregate  amount  of  principal, 
interest,  and  costs  before  computed. 

The  present  case,  however,  does  not  arise  on  a  bill 
of  foreclosure;  it  is  not  the  case  of  a  mortgagor  asking 
for  delay,  but  of  a  mortgagee  asking  for  payment  in  an 
administration  suit  in  which  the  mortgaged  estate  has 
been  sold ;  and,  after  the  inquiries  which  I  made  as  to 
the  practice  in  such  cases,  when  Whation  v.  Cradock 
was  under  my  consideration,  I  think  that  the  direction 
there  given  was  right,  and  that,  in  this  case,  the  direction 
must  be  to  compute  subsequent  interest  on  the  principal 
only. 

(a)  17  Ve*.  58(0.  (d)  I  Mad,  287. 
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KNOTT  V.  MORGAN.  ,^»'$; 

July  S7. 
Aug.  10. 

A  N  ex  parte  injanction  was  obtained  on  the  27th  of  injanction 

-^  Jidy,  restraining  the  Defendant,  Robert  Morgan,  ^^^^^  J^e 

his  agents  and  servants,  from  running,  or  in  any  manner  Defendant 

using  or  causing  to  be  used,  for  the  conveyance  of  a'tTomnibus 

passengers,  his  omnibus  in  the  bill  mentioned,  with  the  havins  upon 

names    **  London  Conveyance  "  and   *^  Original   Con-  words,  and 

veyance  for  Company,**  or  either  of  such  names  painted,  devices  as  to 

stamped,  printed,  or  written  thereon,  or  in  any  manner  able  imitation 

affixed   thereto;   and    also   from   running,   or   in   any  ^^^^nd*' 

manner  using  or  causing  to  be  used,  for  the  convey-  devices  on  the 
M  •!_  •  !_•  1     omnibuses  of 

ance  of  passengers,  any  omnibus,  carriage,  or  vehicle  ^^  piaintiffi. 

having  the  names  "  Conveyance  Company,**  and  **  Lon- 
don Conveyance  Company,'*  or  either  of  such  names, 
or  any  colourable  imitation  of  such  names,  or  either  of 
them  painted,  stamped,  printed,  or  written  thereon,  or 
in  any  manner  affixed  thereto. 
Vol.  IL  Q  The 
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1836.  The  bill  was  filed  by  four  of  the  groprietors  of  the 

London  Conveyance  Company,  on  behalf  of  themselves 
and  the  other  proprietors ;  and  it  stated  that  the  com- 
pany was  established  under  a  deed,  which  was  set  forth 
in  the  bill,  for  the  purpose  of  running  omnibuses  be- 
tween Paddington  and  the  Bank ;  that  their  omnibuses 
were  of  a  novel  and  superior  construction ;  and  that  the 
Defendant,  with  the  view  and  design  of  fraudulendy 
procuring  the  custom  of  persons  who  were  in  the  habit 
of  using  the  omnibuses  of  the  Plaintiffs,  began  to  run 
between  Paddington  and  the  Bank  an  omnibus,  on 
which  were  painted  the  words,  '*  Conveyance  Com- 
pany "  and  *'  London  Conveyance  Company,"  in  such 
characters  and  parts  of  the  omnibus  as  exactly  to  re- 
semble die  same  words  on  the  omnibuses  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs ;  that  a  star  and  garter  were,  in  like  manner,  painted 
on  the  omnibus  of  the  Defendant,  so  as  exacdy  to  resem- 
ble the  same  symbol  on  the  omnibuses  of  the  Plaintiffs ; 
and  that  the  green  livery  and  gold  hat-bands,  by  which 
the  Plaintiffs  distinguished  the  coachmen  and  conductors 
of  their  omnibuses,  were  in  like  manner  imitated  by 
the  Defendant  The  bill  further  stated,  that  the  Plain- 
tiffs served  a  notice  upon  the  Defendant,  intimating  that 
an  injuncdon  would  be  applied  for,  if  the  Defendant 
continued  to  use  the  tide  and  insignia  by  which  the 
omnibuses  of  the  Plaintiffs  were  distinguished;  and 
that,  after  such  notice,  the  Defendant  obliterated  from 
the  back  of  his  omnibus  the  word  <<  Company,''  and 
painted  on  each  side  of  his  omnibus  over  the  words 
««  Conveyance  Company,"  the  word  "  Original,"  and 
between  the  words  "Conveyance"  and  "Company" 
the  word  "  for  "  in  very  small  and  invisible  characters, 
so  that  there  were  then  painted  on  the  back  of  the  De- 
fendant's omnibus,  the  words  "  London  Conveyance," 
and  on  each  side,  the  words  "  Original  Conveyance 
for  Company."    The  bill  stated  that  the  coachmen  and 

conductors 
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conductors  employed  by  the  Defendant  continued  to        1 886. 
wear  the  same  livery ;  and  it  charged  that  such  colour- 
able imitation  of  the  name  and  title  of  the  London 
Conveyance  Company  was  a  fraud  upon  the  Plaintiffi      Moioah. 
and  the  public ;  and  it  prayed  an  injunction. 

A  motion  was  now  made  to  dissolve  the  injunction.  Aug.  lo. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Bird^  in  support  of  the 
motion. 

The  first  ground,  upon  which  we  contend  that  the 
order  for  this  injunction  cannot  be  sustained,  is,  that  the 
Plaintiffs  have  not  complied  with  the  requisitions  of  the 
acts  of  parliament,  passed  for  regulating  hackney  and  stage 
carriages,  and  are,  therefore,  not  entitled  to  sue.  By  the 
eleventh  section  of  the  1  &  2  W.  4.  c.  22.,  which  is  an 
act  to  amend  the  laws  relating  to  hackney  carriages,  and 
to  place  the  collection  of  duties  on  hackney  carriages 
under  the  commissioners  of  stamps,  it  is  provided  that 
a  requisition  for  a  licence  shall  be  made  by  the  pro- 
prietor, or  one  of  the  proprietors  of  the  hackney  carriage 
in  respect  of  which  the  licence  shall  be  applied  for, 
and  that  in  such  requisition  there  shall  be  specified  the 
christian  name  and  surname,  and  place  of  abode,  of 
every  person  who  shall  be  a  proprietor ;  and  the  twelfth 
section  enacts  that  in  every  licence  granted  there  shall 
be  the  like  specification.  The  ninth  and  eleventh 
sections  of' the  2  &  S  ^.  4.  c.  120.  contain  exactly  the 
same  provisions  in  respect  to  stage  carriages.  It  is  ad- 
mitted, upop  the  bill,  that  there  are  100  proprietors, 
and  it  is  not  alleged  that  the  provisions  of  the  act  have 
been  complied  with.  The  four  Plaintiffs  are,  in  point  of 
fact,  the  only  proprietors  whose  names  are  specified  in 
their  licence.  This  is  a  fatal  objection  to  the  suit,  upon 
the  principle  that  the  Court  will  not  give  relief  to  a 

Q  2  party 
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1836*  party  who  has  not  complied  with  the  requisitions  of  an 
act  of  parliament,  which  are  in  the  nature  of  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  his  assuming  the  character  in  which 
he  sues.  Thus,  in  Harmer  v.  Westmacott  (a),  the  Court 
refused  to  relieve  the  assignees  of  a  party  against  a 
fraudulent  transfer  of  his  interest  in  a  newspaper,  on  the 
ground  that  that  party  had  himself  infringed  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act,  which  requires  the  true  names  of  the 
proprietors  of  a  newspaper  to  be  delivered  to  the  com- 
missioners of  stamps.  The  same  principle  is  recognised 
in  cases  which  have  been  determined  at  law.  Bensley 
V.  Bign6ld{Jb\  Marchant  v.  Evans  (c),  Stephens  v.  Robin- 
son.  {d) 

If  this  objection  be  good,  it  is  immaterial  whether  the 
Defendant  has,  as  is  alleged,  fraudulently  endeavoured, 
by  a  colourable  imitation  of  the  title  and  insignia  of  the 
Plaintiffs,  to  deprive  them  of  their  legitimate  profits.  But 
there  is  no  ground  for  that  allegation.  The  Plaintiffs 
have  no  right  to  appropriate  to  themselves  the  title  of 
"  London  Conveyance  Company;"  still  less  can  they 
claim  a  monopoly  in  the  use  of  the  words  *^  Conveyance 
Company,"  which  is  a  distinct  title  from  that  which  they 
assume  in  the  deed.  In  the  bill  they  say  their  profits 
have  been  diminished  by  the  conduct  of  the  Defendant ; 
but  in  their  affidavit  they  only  swear  that  their  profits 
have  been  "  affected,"  and  their  profits  may,  in  fact, 
have  been  increased  by  the  competition.  The  Court  will 
not  favour  applications  in  restraint  of  trade,  the  effect 
of  granting  which  would  be  to  deprive  the  public  of 
the  benefit  arising  from  competition.  In  Blanehard  v. 
Hin{e)j  Lord  Hardwicke  said  he  did  not  know  any 
instance  of  granting  an  injunction  to  restrain  one  trader 

from 

t/i)  6  5!m.  284.  (d)  s  Cr.  ^  Jer.  209. 

(&)  8  TawU.  14S.  {e)  Sil<^.284. 

(c)  SB.^  Ald.ZZS, 
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from  using  the  same  mark  with  another,  and  he  thought        18S6. 

it  would  be  of  mischievous  consequence  to  do  it     And 

in  Smith  y.  Romont  (a),  Lord  Eldan,  after  mentioning 

the  only  instance  which  he  recollected  of  an  application 

to  the  Court  to  restrain  the  driving  of  coaches,  said  he 

had  some  doubt  whether  he  was  not  degrading  the 

dignity  of  the  Court  by  interfering. 

Mr.  Pembertan  and  Mr.  Turner^  contra* 

The  eleventh  section  of  the  act,  relating  to  stage 
carriages,  which  is  alone  applicable  to  the  present  case, 
and  which  is  relied  upon  on  the  other  side,  requires  the 
particulars  therein  enumerated  to  be  specified  in  the 
licence,  or  "  such  of  them  as  the  commissioners  shall 
think  fit;"  so  that  the  commissioners  have  a  discretion 
to  dispense  with  the  specification  of  the  names  of  all 
the  proprietors ;  and,  in  this  instance,  they  have  exer- 
cised that  discretion  by  granting  a  licence  in  which  the 
names  of  four  of  the  proprietors  only  are  specified. 
But,  even  if  the  commissioners  had  no  such  discretion, 
there  is  no  ground  for  the  objection,  and  the  case  of  • 
Harmer  v.  Westmacott  has  no  application.  The  dis- 
tinction is  this— ^ that,  where  an  act  contains  a  provision 
which  relates  merely  to  the  regulation  of  the  revenue,  and 
imposes  a  penalty  for  the  breach  of  it,  such  provision 
creates  no  disability,  and  has  no  operation  beyond  the 
liability  to  pay  the  penalty  if  the  regulation  is  infringed. 
But  where  the  act  contains  a  regulation,  which  has  for 
its  object  the  protection  of  the  public,  and  the  infringe- 
ment of  which  is  against  the  policy  of  the  law,  the  non- 
compliance with  that  regulation  will  disqualify  a  party 
from  suing  in  a  character  which  he  has  not,  in  point  of 
law,  acquired.     The  provision  in  the  act  of  parliament, 

requiring 

(a)  S  Sufontt.  532. 

Qs 
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1836.  requiring  the  insertion  of  the  true  names  of  the  pro- 
prietors of  a  newspaper  in  the  affidavit  delivered  to  the 
commissioners  of  stamps,  is  a  provision  made  for  the 
protection  of  the  public,  and  it  was  on  account  of  the 
violation  of  that  provision  that  relief  was  refused  in 
Harmer  v.  WeOmacott.  "  No  relief,"  said  the  Vice- 
Chancellor,  <*  in  that  case,  can  be  given,  in  a  court  of 
justice^  to  those  who  shew  that  they  thought  proper  to 
disappoint  the  policy  of  the  law,  and  to  do  that  which  the 
policy  of  the  law  requires  should  not  be  done."  In  this 
case  the  specification  of  the  names  of  all  the  proprietors 
is  a  mere  fiscal  regulation,  for  the  non-compliance  with 
which  a  penalty  is  imposed ;  and  the  act,  moreover,  con- 
tains an  express  provision  that  no  person  shall  sue  for  the 
penalty  except  under  the  authority  of  the  commissioners. 
The  copyright  act  (a)  requires  an  entry  of  the  work, 
previous  to  publication,  at  Stationers*  Hall;  yet  it  has 
been  held  that  the  neglect  to  enter  the  work  at  Stationery 
Hall  does  hot  disable  an  author,  whose  book  has  been 
pirated,  from  maintaining  an  action  for  damages ;  Beck" 
ford  V.  Hood,  {b) 

As  to  the  merits,  it  is  scarcely  attempted  to  be  denied 
that  the  Defendant  has  pirated  the  title,  liveries,  and 
decorations  of  the  Plaintiffs ;  and  the  variation  which 
the  Defendant  made  in  some  of  these  particulars,  after 
the  notice  with  which  he  was  served,  strengthens  in- 
stead of  altering  the  case  of  fraud  which  is  made  by  the 
Plaintiffs.  The  kw  has  been  settled,  from  the  year- 
books downwards,  that  a  man  has  no  right  to  trade 
under  false  colours,  and  to  sell  his  goods  as  another's. 

Mr.  Kindersleyy  in  reply. 

The 

(a)  8  Attn.  c.  19.  (b)  7  T.  R,  620. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  first  question  is,  whether  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  sue ;  and  I  think  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence 
to  the  contrary,  I  must  presume  that  the  commissioners 
of  stamps,  in  whom  the  act  of  parliament  has  vested  the 
power  of  licensing  the  proprietors  of  stage  carriages, 
have  granted  to  the  Plaintiffs  a  proper  licence,  and  that 
the  Plaintiffs  have,  consequently,  a  right  to  sue. 

The  only  other  question  is,  whether  the  Defendant 
fraudulently  imitated  the  title  and  insignia  used  by  the 
Plainti£&  for  the  purpose  of  injuring  them  in  their  trade ; 
and,  upon  the  affidavits  and  evidence  before  me,  I  have 
not  the  least  doubt  that  the  Defendant  did  intend  to 
induce  the  public  to  believe  that  the  omnibus  which  he 
painted  and  appointed,  so  as  to  resemble  the  carriages  of 
the  PIainti£&,  was,  in  fact,  an  omnibus  belonging  to  the 
Plaintiffs  and  the  other  proprietors  of  the  London  Con- 
veyance Company.  It  is  not  to  be  said  that  the  Plain- 
tiSi  have  any  exclusive  right  to  the  words  "  Conve3rance 
Company,''  or  "  London  Conveyance  Company,'*  or  any 
other  words ;  but  they  have  a  right  to  call  upon  this 
Court  to  restrain  the  Defendant  from  fraudulently  using 
precisely  the  same  words  and  devices  which  they  have 
taken  for  the  purpose  of  distinguishing  their  property, 
and  thereby  depriving  them  of  the  fair  profits  of  their 
business  by  attracting  custom  on  the  false  represent- 
ation that  carriages,  really  the  Defendant's,  belong 
to,  and  are  under  the  management  of,  the  Plaintiffs. 
I  am  not  satisfied  that  the  injunction  has  been  drawn 
up  exactly  in  the  words  in  which  it  ought  to  have 
been  framed.  Let  the  order,  dated  the  27th  day  of 
July  last,  be  varied,  therefore,  so  that  the  injunction 
may  be  awarded  to  restrain  the  Defendant,  Robert 
Morgarij  his  servants  and  agents,  from  running,  or  in 

Q  4  any 
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1836.  any  manner  using  or  causing  to  be  used,  for  the  con- 
veyance of  passengers,  his  omnibus  in  the  bill  men- 
tioned, or  any  other  omnibus,  having  painted,  stamped, 
printed,  or  written  thereon  the  words  or  names  **  Lon- 
don Conveyance,"  or  "  Original  Conveyance  for  Com- 
pany," or  any  other  names,  words,  or  devices  painted, 
stamped,  printed,  or  written  thereon,  in  such  manner 
as  to  form  or  be  a  colourable  imitation  of  the  names, 
words,  and  devices  painted,  stamped,  printed,  or  written 
on  the  omnibuses  of  the  PlaintifiSs ;  and  let  the  Defendant 
pay  to  the  Plaintiffs  their  costs  of  thb  application. 


An  appeal  motion  to  discharge  this  order  was  heard 
at  the  Lord  Chancellor's  house  on  the  18th  and  19th 
of  August^  and  dismissed  by  his  Lordship  with  costs^ 
The  objection  to  the  suit,  on  the  ground  of  the  non- 
compliance of  the  Plaintifl^  with  the  directions  con- 
tained in  the  ninth  and  eleventh  sections  of  the  2  &  d  ff^  4. 
c.  120.  was  again  urged,  on  the  part  of  the  Appellant,  by 
Sir  Charles  W^herell,  Mr.  Kinderdey^  and  Mr.  Bird;  but 
the  Lord  Chancellor  was  of  opinion  that  those  direc- 
tions were  merely  fiscal,  and  did  not  affect  the  Plaintiff's 
right  to  sue. 
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BERRY  V.  ARMISTEAD.  ^prU  20. 22. 

nPHE  bill  was  filed  by  Richard  Starling  Berry^  the  A  purchaser 

■*-    purchaser  of  part  of  an  estate  which  had  been  ^"^^  fAi^a- 

sold  by  auction,  against  Arthur  Armisteady  the  vendor,  lently,  and  in 

and  Bichard  fViUiSj  his  solicitor ;  and  it  prayed  a  de-  the  purchaa- 

claration  that  the  Plaintiff  had  been  induced  to  com-  ®f''  solicitor, 

obtained  from 
plete  his  purchase  by  the  false  and  fraudulent  misrepre-  a  purchaser 

sentations  of  the  Defendants,  and  that  the  agreements  j^JU^uf^f 
for  the  purchase  might  be  rescinded,  and  delivered  up  completing 
to  be  cancelled;    that  the  purchase-money,  together  and^adcn!^ 
with   all  the  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  incident  to  teredinto 
the   purchase,  might  be  repaid  to  the  Plaintiff;   and  the  purchase- 
that  the  deeds  of  covenant,  fraudulently  procured  to  be  ™oncy  and 

^  ^  covenants  for 

executed  by  the  Plaintifl^  might  be  delivered  up;   or  theproduc- 

for  a  reference  to  the  Master,  to  ascertain  to  what  part  j^g  ^y^ 

of  the  premises  a  good  title  could  be  made,  and  for  a  the  title  as  to 

compensation  |is  to  the  rest ;  and  that  the  Defendants  pia>chased 

Armistead  and  WiUis  might  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit.       premises  was 
°      ^  ^  sull  under 

investigation. 

The  Defendants,  by  their  answer,  insisted  that  the  ^^^  ^ 
Plaintiff  had  accepted  the  title ;  had  been  let  into  pos-  purchaser 
session  of  the  estates  in  question ;  and  had  executed  the  ^Q^Jr  and 
deeds  of  covenant,  and  paid  the  purchase-money,  with  W*  "olicitor, 
a  full  knowledge  of  all  the  circumstances  of  the  trans-  that  the    '' 
action  which  the  Plaintiff  sought  to  impeach.  ^^"Se?  ^"^ 

have  the  con- 
The  case  made  by  the  bill  was,  that  the  Defendant  ey^'anThis  "*" 
Armsteadj  claiming  to  be  seised  in  fee  simple  of  certain  purchase- 
estates  devised  to  him  by  the  will  of  James  Bibly^  dated  ther  with^aU 

the  costs,  charges, 
and  expenses 
(including  auction  duty),  repaid  to  him,  and  to  have  the  deeds  of  covenant  executed 
by  him  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled. 
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1836.  the  SOth  of  January  1822,  upon  trust  for  sale,  put  up 
the  same  for  sale  by  auction,  on  the  20th  of  September 
1832,  in  many  lots;  and  that,  at  such  auction,  the 
Plaintiff  became  the  purchaser  of  ten  lots,  at  sums 
amounting  in  the  whole  to  2170/. ;  and  that  he  subse- 
quently became  the  purchaser  of  another  part  of  the 
same  estate  for  the  sum  of  735/*  The  sum  of  217/!. 
was  paid  by  the  Plaintiff  in  part  payment  of  the  pur- 
chase-money. 

On  the  12th  oS  January  1833,  abstracts  were  delivered 
by  the  Defendant  Willisj  the  solicitor  of  the  vendor,  to 
Thomas  Wilsouj  the  solicitor  of  the  Plaintiff;  and,  in  the 
same  month,  the  Plaintiff  took  possession.  On  the  81st 
of  the  same  month  oi  January  the  abstract?  were  returned, 
with  several  marginal  queries,  one  of  which,  opposite  to 
the  recital  of  a  fine  levied  by  the  testator,  after  the  date  of 
his  will,  was  as  follows :  "  Query  as  to  the  operation  of  this 
fine  upon  the  will :  copy  of  chirograph  to  be  furnished 
to  ascertain  this."  The  abstracts  were  returned  by  the 
solicitor  of  the  vendor  to  the  solicitor  of  the  purchaser 
on  the  13th  of  February  1833,  with  answers  to  the 
several  queries;  and  under  the  last-mentioned  query 
were  written  the  words  and  initials,  "  will  be,  JB.  W.^ 
Both  parties  were  desirous  that  the  contract  should  be 
carried  into  effect ;  the  operation  of  the  fine  was  not 
considered  as  a  matter  of  much  importance  by  the  pnr^ 
chaser's  solicitor,  who  was  of  opinion  that  the  fine  oper- 
ated only  as  a  revocation  of  the  will  pro  iatUo  ;  he 
accordingly  prepared  a  draft  conveyance,  which  was 
approved  by  the  solicitor  of  the  vendor,  and  afterwards 
engrossed.  It  was  understood,  however,  between  the 
solicitor  of  the  vendor  and  the  solicitor  of  the  purchaser, 
that  the  question  as  to  the  fine  was  still  to  be  considered 
as  open  to  discussion. 

On 
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On  the  27th  of  the  same  month  of  Vehruavy^  the  1886. 
Plaintiff  happened  to  meet  Mr.  Bradley^  a  conveyancer, 
and  personal  friend  of  the  Plaintiff;  and,  the  question  as 
to  the  fine  having  been  mentioned,  Mr.  Bradley  informed 
the  Plaintiff  that  he  had  examined  the  same  title  for 
Mr.  dart^'who  had  purchased  some  other  part  of  the 
property,  and  that  he  had  given  an  opinion  that  the  effect 
of  the  fine  was  to  operate  a  complete  revocation  of  the 
will,  and  that  the  vendor  had  consequently  no  title.  On 
the  same  day  the  Plaintiff  wrote  a  letter  to  his  solicitor, 
communicating  thb  information;  and,  on  the  28th  of 
Februaty,  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor  read  this  letter  to  the 
Defendant  WtUis;  and  the  bill  alleged  that  it  was  at  this 
time  distinctly  understood,  between  the  solicitor  of  the 
purchaser  and  the  solicitor  of  the  vendor,  that  no  further 
step  should  be  taken  until  the  chirograph  of  the  fine, 
and  the  other  information,  required  on  the  abstracts, 
should  be  furnished,  and  the  abstracts  of  title  laid  before 
Mr.  Bradley  for  his  opinion. 

On  the  2d  oi March  1833,  the  Defendants^rmis/^aefand 
Willis  went  to  the  office  of  Mr.  Thomas  Wilson,  the  Plain-* 
tiff's  solicitor,  who  was  at  that  time  confined  to  his  bed  by 
indisposition,  and  had  an  interview  with  Mr.  John  Wil^ 
son,  a  partner  of  Mr.  Thomas  Wilson,  who  knew  nothing 
of  any  difficulties  as  to  the  title.  The  Defendant  Willis 
asked  Mr.  John  Wilson  for  the  engrossment  of  the  con- 
veyance, representing  that  he  was  able  to  comply  with 
every  thing  required  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser,  and 
that  it  was  desirable  to  get  the  conveyance  executed  by 
all  parties.  Mr.  John  Wilson  delivered  the  engrossment 
of  the  conveyance  to  the  Defendant  Willis.  On  the 
following  day  Mr.  Thomas  Wilson  was  informed  of  this 
by  his  partner;  and  on  the  next  day,  the  4th  of  March, 
he  went  to  the  office  of  Willis,  and  stated  to  him  that  it 

was 
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was  unfair  to  have  obtained  the  engrossment  in  his  (Mr. 
Wikon^s)  absence,  and  that  he  (Mr.  Wilson)  wouldimme- 
diately  go  over  to  Sb/ne  House,  the  residence  of  Mr. 
Bradley,  and  lay  the  abstracts  before  him  for  his  opinion. 
On  this  occasion  the  Defendant  fFf/Zis  expressed  a  desire 
to  obtain  the  signature  of  Mr.  Berry  to  two  deeds  of  cove- 
nant for  the  production  of  deeds  relating  to  the  purchased 
property ;  and,  according  to  the  evidence  of  Mr.  WUsonj 
he  asked  Mr.  Wilson  to  write  a  letter  advising  the  Plaintiff 
to  execute  this  deed,  which  Mr.  Wilson  refused  to  do. 
A  different  account  of  what  took  place  at  the  meeting  on 
the  4th  of  March  was  given  in  the  answer  of  the  De- 
fendant Willis,  who  stated  that  it  was  arranged  and 
understood  at  that  meeting,  that  the  Defendant  WiUis 
should  take  the  deeds  of  covenant  to  Bolton,  where 
Mr.  Beny  resided ;  and  that  Mr.  Wilson,  after  laying 
the  abstracts  before  Mr.  Bradley  at  Slyne  House,  which 
was  on  the  road  to  Bolton,  should  proceed  to  the  Plain- 
tiff's house  at  Bolton,  to  meet  the  Defendant  Willis. 
Mr.  Wilson,  in  fact,  went  to  Slyfie  House  to  consult  Mr. 
Bradley  as  to  the  effect  of  the  fine ;  and  on  the  same 
day,  the  4th  of  March,  the  Defendants  Armistead  and 
Willis  went  to  the  Plaintiff  Mr.  Beny,  and  induced  him 
to  pay  the  remainder  of  the  purchase-money,  and  to 
execute  two  deeds  of  covenant  for  the  production  of  the 
title  deeds  of  the  estate,  which  were  not  in  his  posses- 
sion, on  receiving  the  following  memorandum : — ^*  I  do 
hereby  acknowledge  to  have  received  from  Mr.  Berry 
2688/.,  the  remainder  of  the  purchase-money,  and  which 
I  undertake  to  be  accountable  for,  and  return  to  Mr. 
Berry,  in  case  the  title  to  the  premises  shall  not  be  com- 
plete. As  witness  my  hand,  this  4th  day  of  March  1833. 
Richard  AfTnistead.  Witness,  Richard  Willis.**  The 
Defendant  Willis,  on  his  return  from  Bolton,  delivered 
the  deeds  of  covenant  to  the  other  purchasers,  and  paid 

part 


Berry 
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part  of  the  purchase-money  to  the  mortgagee  of  the        1336. 

estate.     On  the  evening  of  the  same  4th  of  March^  he 

went  to  the  office  of  Mr.  Wilson^  and  stated  to  him        "^vl 

what  had  taken  place,  when  Mr.  Wilson  said  that  this    ^**«"a°- 

should  not  have  happened,  if  he  (Mn  Wilson)  had  been 

present* 

On  the  25th  of  March  18S3  Mr.  Bradley  returned 
the  abstracts  with  an  opinion  that  the  fine  operated  as  a 
complete  revocation  of  the  will,  and  that  the  vendor 
bad  no  title.  The  fine  applied  only  to  a  part  of  the 
purchased  premises.  The  bill  was  filed  in  the  month 
of  .^^E^:!^  18S3. 

Mr.  Swanston^  Mr.  Kindersleyi  and  Mr.  Walker,  argued 
that  the  fine,  being  levied  for  the  purpose  of  securing  a 
mortgage  debt,was  only  a  revocation  of  the  will^ro  tanto^ 
and  they  cited  Bider  v.  Wager  (a),  Selwyn  v.  Selwyn  (6), 
and  Doe  v.  Whitehead,  (c) 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Sharpe,  contrd. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  intimated .  that  the  case 
turned  mainly  upon  the  alleged  fraud  and  misrepresent- 
ation ;  and  that,  if  these  should  be  established,  the  va- 
lidity of  the  title  was,  in  his  view  of  the  case,  immaterial. 

The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  was  in  many 
particulars,  but  not  in  substance,  contradicted  by  the 
evidence  for  the  Defendants ;  and  there  were  many  in- 
consistencies between  the  answers  of  the  Defendants 
and  the  evidence  produced  on  their  behalf. 


The 


(fl)  9  P.  fTiw.Sas.  (c)  2  Burr.  704. 

(5}  Si7wT.  1131. 
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18S6.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (ader  stating  and  com- 

^^■^^^^     menting  upon  the  facts  of  the  case) :  -— 

Abmistead.  I  am  of  opinion  that  a  case  of  fraud  has  been  esta- 
blished against  the  Defendants,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  the  relief  which  he  prays  without  reference 
to  any  question  whether  the  objections  to  the  title  can 
or  cannot  be  sustained,  or  to  what  part  of  the  premises 
which  the  Plaintiff  contracted  to  purchase  these  objec- 
tions may  apply.  This  is  the  case  of  a  solicitor  for  the 
vendor,  who  goes  to  the  purchaser  in  the  absence  of  the 
purchaser's  solicitor,  or  any  person  to  advise  him,  and 
induces  him  to  pay  his  purchase-money  for  an  estate  to 
which  the  title  was  not  made  out,  and  to  execute  deeds 
of  covenant  for  the  production  of  deeds  which  were  not 
in  his  possession.  Having  done  this,  he  goes  back  to 
Lancaster;  be  does  not  conceal  what  he  has  done,  but 
informs  Wilson^  the  purchaser's  solicitor,  of  what  had 
taken  place,  upon  which  Wilson  said,  <'  This  should  not 
have  happened,  if  I  had  been  there."  Being  thus  fully 
aware  of  the  disapprobation  of  the  purchaser's  solicitor, 
he  ought  immediately  to  have  returned  the  purchase- 
money,  and  the  deeds  of  covenant  which  he  bad  so 
improperly  obtained.  Instead  of  doing  that,  he  delivered 
over  the  deeds  of  covenant  to  the  other  purchasers,  and 
paid  the  money  to  the  mortgagee ;  and  he  now  insists 
that  the  title  has  been  accepted  by  the  purchaser. 
Never  was  conduct  more  justly  characterised  as  impro- 
per and  fraudulent;  and  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying 
that,  so  far  as  the  Court  has  power  to  do  it,  the  parties 
must  be  placed  in  the  situation  in  which  they  stood 
previously  to  this  transaction. 

The  bill  prays  that  the  contract  originally  entered 
into  may  be  rescinded,  and  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled. 
I  should  have  had  considerable  hesitation  on  this  point, 

if 
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if  Willis  had  done  that  which  he  ought  to  have  done, 
when  the  purchaser's  solicitor  protested  against  his.  con- 
duct; namely,  if  he  had  returned  the  money,  and  placed 
the  deeds  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Wilson.  In  that  case^ 
however  improper  the  conduct  of  the  Defendants,  there 
»might  have  been  a  possibility  of  giving  to  Armistead  the 
benefit  of  his  contract.  Instead  of  taking  that  course,  he 
insisted  that  the  title  had  been  accepted,  and  this  suit 
was  commenced.  When  the  bill  was  filed,  Armistead 
did  not  acknowledge  his  error,  nor  express  any  willing- 
ness to  place  the  Plaintiff  in  his  former  situation ;  but, 
on  the  contrary,  he  has  gone  into  evidence  for  the  pur- 
pose of  proving  that  which  he  must  have  known  not  to 
be  the  fact.  The  bill  was  filed  so  long  ago  as  August 
1833 ;  and  the  question  is  whether,  under  all  these  cir- 
cumstances, the  vendor  would  be  entitled  to  call  upon 
the  purchaser  for  the  specific  performance  of  the  con- 
tracty  supposing  his  right  to  enforce  it  to  have  been  un- 
impeachable at  the  time  the  contract  was  entered  into. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  vendor  would  not,  under  the 
circumstances,  be  entitled  to  the  assistance  of  a  court  of 
equity.  And  I  must  declare  that  the  PlaintiflT  was  in- 
duced to  complete  his  purchase  by  false  and  fraudulent 
misrepresentations ;  and  decree  that  the  agreements  be 
rescinded,  and  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled;  and  the 
Defendants  must  pay  the  costs  of  investigating  the  title, 
and  the  costs  of  the  suit. 


Mr.  Pembertorij  on  a  subsequent  day,  when  the  minutes  Juty  5. 
of  the  decree  were  spoken  to,  asked  that  there  might  be 
inserted  in  the  decree  an  order  for  the  payment  by  the 
Defendants  of  the  auction  duty,  which  was  included  in 
the  prayer  for  payment  of  all  costs,  charges,  and  ex- 
penses 
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1836.  penses  incident  to  the  purchase;  and  he  cited  Cane  v. 
Baldwin  {a),  where  Lord  EUenborougk  held  Uiat  a 
vendor,  who  failed  to  make  a  title  to  the  purchaser,  was 
bound  to  repay  the  deposit  and  auction  duty  which  had 
been  paid  by  the  vendee. 

t 
Mr.  Kinderdey^  contrd^  submitted  that  the  auction 
duty  was  not  included  in  the  terms  of  the  prayer ;  and 
that,  if  it  was,  the  insertion  of  an  order  for  payment  of  it 
was  unnecessary. 

TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls  thought  the  auction  duty 
was  comprehended  in  the  prayer,  and  that  a  direction 
for  the  payment  of  it  should  be  inserted  in  the  decree, 
that  the  point  might  not  be  left  open  to  further  dis- 
cussion. 

The  decree  was  as  fellows :  — 

Declare  that  the  PlaintifF  Richard  Starling  Berry 
was  induced  to  complete  his  purchase  of  the  heredita- 
ments and  premises  in  the  pleadings  mentioned  by  the 
fraudulent  misrepresentations  of  the  Defendants  Arthur 
Armistead  and  Richard  WiUis. 

Declare  that  the  several  agreements,  entered  into  by 
the  PlaintifF  for  the  purchase  of  the  said  hereditaments 
and  premises,  and  carried  into  effect  and  completed  by 
him,  ought  to  be  rescinded ;  and  let  the  same  be  de- 
livered up  to  the  Plaintiff  to  be  cancelled. 

Let  the  Defendant  Arthur  Armistead  procure  the 
deeds  of  covenant  which  were  executed  by  the  Plaintiff 
to  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled. 

Refer 

(a)  1  Stark.  6S. 
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Refer  it  to  the  Master  to  compute  interest  on  the  IMS* 
sums  of  217^  and  2688/.,  making  together  the  sum 
of  2905/.,  the  amount  of  the  purchase-money  paid  by 
the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendant  Arthur  Amistead^  after 
the  rate  of  4  per  cent,  from  the  times  the  said  sums 
of  217/L  and  2688/.  were  respectively  paid. 

Refer  it  to  the  Master  to  take  an  account  of  the 
money  which  has  been  paid  by  the  Plaintiff  in  respect 
of  the  auction  duty  on  the  sale  of  the  said  premises ; 
and  also  an  account  of  the  costs,  charges,  and  expenses 
which  have  been  paid  and  incurred  by  the  Plaintiff, 
in  consequence  of,  and  incident  to,  the  purchase ;  and 
also  to  take  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
hereditaments  and  premises  come  to  the  hands  of  the 
Plaintjfil  And  let  what  the  Master  shall  find  coming 
due  on  such  account  of  rents  and  profits  be  deducted  out 
of  the  sum  of  2905/i,  and  what  the  Master  shall  find 
to  be  due  in  respect  of  the  interest  thereof,  and  the  said 
auction  duty,  costs,  charges,  and  expenses;  and  let  the 
balance,  which  shall  be  coming  due  to  the  Pliuntifi^  bd 
paid  to  him  by  the  Defendant  Afihur  Armistead;  and, 
upon  such  payment,  let  the  Plaintiff  reconvey  to  the 
Defendant  Arthur  Armistead  the  said  hereditaments  and 
premises.  And  let  the  deeds  of  covenant  which  have 
been  executed  by  the  Plaintiff,  as  in  th^  said  bill  men- 
tioned, be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled;  and  let  the 
Master  tax  the  Plaintiff  his  costs  of  this  suit ;  and  let 
the  Defendants,  Arthur  Armistead  and  Richard  WiUis^ 
pay  to  the  Plaintiff  such  costs  when  so  taxed,  with 
liberty  to  any  of  the  parties  to  apply. 
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July  25.  PEARCE  H).  VINCENT. 

A  tertator  dc  XflCHARD  PEARCEj  by  his  will,  dated  the  SOA 
estates  to'^hig  -^*^  of  March  1813,  after  devising  certain  estates  to 
first  couun  \^  g^i j  for  ^^  payment  of  debts  and  legacies,  and 
Pearce  for  giving  the  surplus  of  the  produce  of  sale,  after  such 
!i5^'p?^/^^  payment,  to  his  cousin  Thomas  Pearce;  and  after  be- 
cease,  he  de-  queatliing  an  annuity  of  200/.  to  Mary  Heywoodj  to  be 
be^^Uied  P"^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^*  freehold  and  copyhold  estates  not  therein- 
all  bis  real  before  devbed,  gave  and  devbed  his  manors  of  JFZam- 
estates'in  trust  siead  and  St.  Jgnelhj  in  the  county  of  Hert/brd,  and 
for  such  of  his  |,ig  manor  of  Stanwick,  in  the  county  of  Northampton^ 
relations  of  ,    ,        «        ,  i_.    ,      j  .  j  f 

the  name  of     and  also  all  and  every  his  lands,  real  estates,  and  here- 

f^e*M*2?  ditaments,  both  freehold  and  copyhold,  situate  in  the 
P.  should  by  counties  of  Hertford^  Leicester^  and  Northampton^  (ex- 
appoint  ^and  <5ept  the  estates  before  devised  to  be  sold,  and  the  ad- 
in  default  of  vowson  of  the  rectory  of  Hudyands  Bosworth,)  or 
ineDt,u»'such  ^sewhere,  unto  his  said  cousin  Thomas  Pearce  and  his 

of  his  relations  assigns  for  and  during  the  term  of  his  natural  life;  and 

of  the  name  ®  ° 

of  Pearce,        he  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  all  his  said  manors, 

^r^P* should  ^^^  ^^  advowson  of  Husbands  Boffaoorth  aforesaid,  and 
approve  of  or  all  his  lands  and  hereditaments  situate  in  the  counties 
.should  be  Uv-  o(  Hertford^  Leicester,  Northampton^  and  elsewhere,  and 
ing  at  the  all 

death  of  r.  P. 

and  his  heirs,  executors,  &c.  And  in  case  T,  P.  should  not  adopt  any  such  male 
relation,  or  no  such  male  relation  should  be  living  at  the  death  of  T.  P.,  then  to  the 
next  and  nearest  relation,  or  nearest  of  kin  of  him,  the  testator,  of  the  name  of 
Pearce^  being  a  male ;  or  the  elder  of  such  male  relations,  in  case  there  should 
be  more  than  one  of  equal  degree,  who  should  be  living  at  the  testator's  decease, 
his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  for  ever. 

The  testator  had  a  brother,  Z.  P.,  who  had  gone  to  sea,  and  had  not  been  heard 
of  for  many  years;  and,  supposing  Z.  P.  to  have  died  without  issue,  the  nearest  re- 
lation of  the  testator,  answering  the  description  in  the  ultimate  limitation,  at  his 
decease,  was  the  tenant  for  life,  T.  P. ;  and  next  to  him,  R,  P.,  the  Plaintiff. 

T,  P.  died  without  issue,  and  without  having  exercised  the  power  of  appoint- 
ment or  adoption  given  to  him  bv  the  will. 

Held,  that  T,  P.  took  under  the  ultimate  limitation. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  2Sl 

all  his  stocks,  funds,  and  securities  for  money,  and  all        1836. 
and  singular  other  his  real  and  personal  estate,  save  and 
except  as  thereinafter  was  specifically  bequeathed  or 
mentioned,  and  also  all  his  copyhold  lands  and  here- 
ditaments, except  the  estates  before  devised  to  be  sold, 
subject  nevertheless  to  the  life  estate  thereinbefore  given 
to  his  said  cousin  TTunnas  Pearce^  of  and  in  the  said 
manors  and  manorial  rights,  lands,  and  hereditaments, 
and  to  the  payment  of  the  annuity  therein  mentioned,  to 
the  uses,  upon  the  trusts,  and  for  the  intents  and  pur- 
poses,  and  with,  under,  and  subject  to  the  powers, 
{M-ovisoes,    conditions,    declarations,    and    agreements 
thereinafter  mentioned,  expressed,  and  declared;  and 
from  and  after  the  decease  of  his  said  cousin  Thomas 
Pearce^  he  devised  all  and  singular  the  said  premises, 
as  well  his  real  estate  as   personal,    to  the  trustees 
therein  naitned,  in  trust>for  such  of  his  relations  of  the 
name  of  Pearce^  being  a  male,  as  his  cousin  the  said 
Thomas  Pearce  should  by  deed  or  will,   in   manner 
therein  mentioned,  give,  devise,  or  bequeath  or  nominate, 
or  appoint  the  same  to ;  and  in  default  of  any  such  gift, 
devise,  bequest,  or  nomination  or  appointment  by  his 
said  cousin  Thomas  Pearce  to  or  in  favour  of  any  such 
male  relation  of  him  the  testator  of  the  name  o(  Pearce 
as  aforesaid,  then  he  devised  the  said  estates  and  pre- 
mises to  the  trustees  in  trust  for  such  of  his  the  testator's 
relations  of  the  name  of  Pearce^  being  a  male,  as  the 
said  Thomas  Pearce  should  approve  of  or  adopt  for  the 
purposes  of  education,   (which  the  testator  authorised 
and  directed  the  said  Thomas  Pearce  to  do  as  soon  as 
be  could  conveniently  after  his  the  testator's  decease,) 
if  he  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  his 
said  cousin  Thomas  Pearce^  and  his  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns  for  ever;  and  in  case  the 
said  Thomas  Pearce  should  not  have  approved  of  or 
adopted  any  such  male  relation  as  aforesaid,  or  in  case 

R  2  he 
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1^S6.       he  shonid  have  made  such  approval  and  adoption,  and 
PsMidK'     ^^^^  should  not  be  any  such  male  relation  liTUig  at  the 
t,  time  of  the  decease  of  the  said  Thomas  Pearce^  then  be 

devised  the  said  estates  and  premises  in  trust  ibr  the  next 
or  nearest  relation,  or  nearest  of  kin  of  him  the  testator  of 
the  name  oiPearce^  being  a  male^  or  the  elder  of  such 
male  relations,  in  case  there  should  be  more  than  one  of 
equal  degree^  who  should  be  living  at  his  the  testator^s 
decease,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns 
for  ever.     And  as  to  the  advowson  of  Husbands  Bo$^ 
»wonk  aforesaid,  the  testator  gave  the  first  and  next  pre* 
sentation  to  the  same  rectory  which   should  happen 
after  his  decease  to  certain  persons  dierein  mentioned 
in  succession ;  and  in  case  none  of  them  should  choose 
to -present  or  refuse  the  same,  then  he  directed  that  the 
presentation  to  his  said  rectory  should  at  all  times  go 
and  belong  to  his  said  cousin  Tiomas  Pearce  to  present 
to  at  all  times  during  the  life  of  the  toid    jnomas 
Pearce*    And  the  testator  gave  all  his  plate,  books,  &c.' 
and  household  furniture  to  his  executors  in  trust  to 
permit  his  said  cousin  Thcmcts  Pearce  to  have,  use,  and 
enjoy  the  same  during  his  life^  and  after  his  decease, 
then  in  trust  for  the  persons  who  should  succeed  to  or 
inherit  the  testator's  real  estates  under  and  by  virtue  of 
his  will ;  and  the  testator  declared  his  will  to  be,  and 
he  thereby  ordered  and  directed  the  said  TTumias  Pearce 
to  pay  and  apply  so  much  of  the  rents  and  profits  of 
his  said  estates  so  given,  devised,  and  bequeathed  by 
the  testator  to  him  for  his  life  as  aforesaid,  not  exceed- 
ing the  annual  sum  of  200/*,  as  he  in  his  judgment  and 
discretion  should  think  proper,  for  and  towards  the 
maintenance  and  education  of  such  person,  being  a 
male  relation  of  him  the  testator  of  the  name  of  Pearee^ 
whom  his  said  cousin  should  approve  of  and  adopt  in 
manner  aforesaid,  in  case  such  male  relation  should  at 
the  time  of  such  adoption  be  a  minor  under  age^  until 

such 
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•9ucb  person  sboold  have  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one  l$i86. 
years,  and  invest  the  residue  of  the  said  annual  sum  of 
StOHA  (not  expended  in  such  maintenance  and  educa- 
Uob)  at  interest  to  accumulate^  in  the  name  of  his  said 
cousin  TAamas  Pearce,  in  some  of  the  public  funds>  or 
upon  government  or  real  securitiesi  during  the  minority 
of  such  male  relation  of  the  name  of  Pearce;  and  the 
testator  declared  and  directed  that  his  said  cousin 
Thomas  Pearce^  his  executors  and  administrators,  should 
stand  possessed  of  such  accumulations  in  trust  for  the 
benefit  of  such  male  relation  of  the  name  of  Pearce^ 
and  the  same^  with  the  dividends  and  interest,  should 
be  assigned  to  him  at  such  times  and  in  such  pro- 
portions, after  he  should  have  attained  the  age  of 
twenty*one  years,  as  his  said  cousin  Thomas  Pearce^  his 
executors  or  administrators  should  think  most  to  his 
advantage;  and  in  case  of  his  death  before  attaining 
twenty-one  years  of  age,  then  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of 
such  male  relation  dt|the  name  of  Pearce^  as  should, 
upon  the  decease  of  nis  the  testator's  said  cousin,  be- 
iGome  entided  to  his  the  testator's  estates  by  virtue  of  hif 
will;  and  in  case  such  male  relation  of  the  name  of 
Pearoe^  so  approved  of  and  adopted  by  his  said  cousia 
l^cmas  Pearce  as  aforesaid,  should  in  the  lifetime  of 
his  said  cousia  attain  twenty-one  years  of  age,  then  the 
testator  willed  and  directed  his  said  cousin  Thomas 
Pearce^  during  hia  life,  to  pay  and  allow,  out  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  estates  so  devised  to  him  for  his 
lifo  as  aforesaid,  unto  such  male  relation  from  the  time 
of  his  attaining  twenty-one  years  of  age,  the  whole  of 
the  said  annual  sum  of  200/. ;  provided  also,  and  the 
testator  declared  that  it  should  be  lawful  for,  and  he 
did  thereby  authorise  and  empower  his  said  cousin 
Thomas  Pearce  to  demise  or  lease  all  or  any  part  of  his 
aaid  manors,  farms,  lands,  and  tenements  for  any  term 
tif  years,  not  exceeding  seven  years,  to  take  effect  in 

R  S  possession. 
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1856*       possession,  and  at  the  best  and  most  improved  annual 
^^^V''*^     rent  presently  payable,  and  without  taking  any  fine  or 
V.  premium  as  therein  mentioned. 

ViXCSNT* 

The  testator  died  on  the  Sd  of  January  1814,  leaving 
his  sister  his  heiress  at  law,  who  afterwards  died  without 
issue;  Thomas  Pearce,  the  son  of  the  testator's  uncle 
Bobert  Pearccy  who  was  the  person  named  as  the 
testator's  first  cousin  in  the  will,  and  who  was  at  the 
testator's  death^sixty-seven  years  of  age ;  Richard  Pearce^ 
the  Plaintiff  in  this  suit,  who  was  the  son  of  the  testator's 
uncle  William  Pearce,  and  who  was  sixty-six  years  of 
age  at  the  testator's  death ;  and  William  Pearce^  brother 
of  the  Plaintiff,  who  was,  at  the  decease  of  the  testator, 
fifty-nine  years'of  age. 

Thomas  Pearce  died  without  issue,  on  the  18th  of 
May  1827,  having  never  exercised  his  power  of  appoint- 
ment or  adoption  in  favour  of  any  {lelation  of  the  testator, 
and  having  made  his  will,  by  which  he  devised  all  his 
real  estate  to  a  stranger. 

The  question  in  the  cause  was,  whether  the  Plaintiff  or 
Thomas  Pearce  took  any,  and  what,  interest  under  the 
ultimate  limitation  contained  in  the  will  of  the  testator. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  before  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  (Sir  JohnLeach)^  on  the  17th  of  January  1838, 
when  his  Honor,  considering  the  question  arising  upon 
the  will  to  be  a  legal  question  affecting  real  estate^ 
directed  a  case  to  be  sent  to  the  Court  of  Exchequer. 

A  pedigree  was  annexed  to  the  case  sent  to  the  Court 
of  Exchequer,  by  which  it  appeared  that  the  testator  had 
a  brother  of  the  name  of  Zachary  Pearce^  who  had  gone 
to  sea,  and  had  not  been  heard  of  for  many  years.    The 

questions 
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questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were,  firsts  .1SS6. 
whether,  under  the  circumstances  stated,  Homos  Pearce 
took  any,  and  what  estate,  under  the  ultimate  limitation 
contained  in  the  will  of  the  testator ;  secondly,  whether 
the  Plaintiff  Richard  Pearce  took  any,  and  what  (estate 
under  the  ultimate  limitation  in  the  will. 

The  following  certificate  was  returned,  after  argu- 
ment (a),  by  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer: — 

This  case  has  been  argued  before  us  by  counsel ;  we 
have  considered  it,  and  are  of  opinion  that,  under  the 
circumstances  here  stated,  itZachatyPearce^ihe  testator's 
brother,  died  without  issue  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator, 
Thomas  Pearce  took,  under  the  ultimate  limitation  in 
the  testator's  will,  an  estate  in  fee  simple  in  the  testator's 
real  estates,  and  an  absolute  interest  in  his  personalty. 

Ltndhurst. 

J.  Bayley. 

J.  Vauqhan. 

W.  BOLLAND. 

The  cause  came  back  to  be  heard  upon  this  certificate 
on  the  10th  of  June  18SS,  when  Sir  John  Leach  ex- 
pressed his  dissatisfaction  at  the  opinion  given  by  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  and  his  regret  that  he  had  sent 
the  case  to  a  court  of  law  at  all ;  but,  having  once  taken 
that  course,  he  considered  it  proper  to  take  the  further 
opinion  of  a  court  of  law,  and  he  accordingly,  directed 
the  same  case  to  be  sent  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 
The  arguments,  and  the  observations  made  by  Sir  John 
Leachj  on  the  cause  coming  back  to  be  heard  upon  the 
certificate  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  are  ftilly  reported 

in 

{a)  The  argument  b  reported  in  1  CrompL  ^  Mea,  598. 
R  4 
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in  the  second  volume  of  Messrs.  Mylne  and  Xmi's 
BeporUi  p»  800. 


7?be  case  was  argued  {a)  before  the  Judges  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas*  on  the  12th  iXJtme  1885|  and 
the  Judges  of  that  Court  afterwards  returned  the 
following  certificate:-^ 

This  case  has  been  argued  before  us  by  counse!*  and 
we  have  considered  the  same;  and  assuming  Zadmry 
Pearce^  the  testator's  brother,  to  have  died  without  issue 
in  the  testator's  lifetimci  we  think  that,  under  the  cif4 
cumstances  above  stated,  ITiamas  Pearce  took  aa  estate 
in  fee  under  the  ultimate  limitation  contained  in  the  will 
of  the  testator.  In  consequence  of  our  answer  to  the 
first  question  it  becomes  unnecessary  to  answer  the 
second. 

R  C.  TlNUAU 

J.  A*  Park. 
S.  Gasslee. 
J.  Vauohak. 


The  cause  now  came  back  to  be  heard  upon  this 
certificate. 

Mr.  WriglU  and  Mr.  Rogen^  for  the  Plaintiff,  sub- 
mitted that  the  opinion  of  the  courts  of  law  had  been 
taken  to  assist  the  judgment  of  this  Court,  not  to  control 
it ;  and  that  these  opinions,  if  they  should  be  found 
irreooncileable  with  the  principles  which  had  been  re-* 
cognised  both  by  courts  of  law  and  of  equity  in  the 
construction  of  wills,  ought  not  to  influence  the  Court 
in  the  determination  of  this  case.     The  intention  of  the 

testator 

(a)  The  argument  is  reported  in  2  Bingh.  i\r.  C.328.;  and  in 
2  5^/,  347. 
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testator  not  to  include  Thomas  Pearce  in  the  descrip*        189^^' 
tion  of  the  person  who  was  to  take  under  the  ultinaatd      p*!tt!*M^ 
limitation  was  clearly  to  be  collected  from  the  whole  «.   "> 

context  of  the  will,  and,  if  that  intention  was  clean  "«#«!*»/ » 
and  not  inconsistent  with  any  rule  of  law,  the  Coui^ 
was  as  much  bound  to  give  effect  to  it,  as  if  the  testator  * 
had  in  express  words  excluded  Thomas  Pearc$*  In 
Doe  dem»  Long  v.  Laming  (a),  Mr.  Justice  Wilmat  sidd  ' 
^*  all  cases  which  depend  upon  the  intention  of  the  tes- 
tator, which  is  the  pole-star  for  the  direction  of  devises*, 
are  best  determined  upon  comparing  all  parts  of  the 
devise  itself.^  In  Baddeley  v.  LeppingweU  {b\  the  same 
Judge  said  that  dbe  intention  of  a  testator  was  to  be  col* 
lected  from  the  whole  of  his  will,  ex  visceribus  testamenti. 
So  in  Crone  v.  Odeil{c\  the  Court  said  that  a  will 
could  not  be  construed  by  adverting  to  a  single  clause 
of  it,  but  every  thing  that  bears  upon  the  subject  must 
be  taken  together  to  discover  what  the  testator  intended. 
Applying  these  principles  to  the  present  case,  it  was 
impossible  to  consider  the  various  provisions  in  this  will, 
which  were  inconsistent  with  an  intention  to  give  more 
than  alife-interest  to  Thomas  Pearce^  without  also  coming 
to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  tes- 
tator to  exclude  Thomas  Pearce  from  taking  under  the 
ultimate  limitation.  If  the  Court  should  concur  with 
the  courts  of  common  law  in  holding  that  Thomas 
Pearce  took  a  fee  under  the  limitation,  the  main  object 
of  the  testator,  which  was  to  keep  his  estates  in  his  own 
family,  and  in  the  possession  of  a  relative  bearing  his 
own  name,  and  to  secure  which  he  gave  Thomas  Pearce 
only  a  limited  power  of  appointing  to  a  male  relative  of 
the  name  of  Pearce^  would  be  defeated  ;  for  the  owner  of 
the  lee  might  of  course  alienate  to  a  stranger.    The 

general 

{d\  S  Burr,  1 1 1 S.  (c)  \  Ba.  ^  Bea,  466. 

[b)  3  Burr.}  54 1. 
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]  886*  general  intent  of  the  testator,  manifested  throughout  the 
will,  was,  that  none  but  a  person  of  his  own  name 
should  enjoy  his  property;  and  even  if  the  language  of  the 
ultimate  limitation  were  inconsistent  with  that  general 
intent,  it  had  been  held  chat,  where  a  particular  intent 
clashed  with  the  general  object  and  intention  of  the 
testator,  the  particular  must  give  way  to  the  general 
intent.  Chapman  v.  Oliver  {a)^  Crone  v*  OdeU{b).  It 
was  true  the  authorities  had  established  the  general 
principle  that  a  person  taking  a  partial  interest  under  a 
deed  or  will  was  not,  on  that  account,  excluded  from 
taking  a  larger  interest  under  another  description  in  an 
ultimate  limitation.  Cholmondeley  v.  Clinton  (c),  HcUooxy 
v.  Hottowai/l^d),  Doe  dem.  Garner  v.  Law$on{e)9  Elmsley 
v.  Young(g).  But,  where  this  point  was  raised  in  a  will, 
the  question  was  whether  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
testator  to  exclude  the  person  to  whom  he  gave  a  par- 
tial interest  from  taking  any  benefit  under  the  ultimate 
limitation,  and  that  intention  was  to  be  collected  from 
the  whole  will,  and  had  in  several  cases  been  inferred 
from  particular  expressions,  inconsistent  with  the  appli- 
cation of  the  general  principle,  and  constituting  an 
exception  to  it  Jones  v.  Colbeck  (A),  Bird  v.  Wood  (j ), 
Briden  v.  Hewlett  (k).  Looking  to  the  whole  context  of 
the  will,  it  was  clearly  the  intention  of  the  testator  to 
give  a  life  interest  and  no  more  to  Thomas  Pearce^  and 
the  words  ^'  next  and  nearest  relation"  must  be  taken  to 
mean  next  and  nearest  after  Thomas  Pearce. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and   Mr.  Preston^  contrd,  admitted 
it  to  be  sufficiently  clear  that  it  was  not  in  the  contem- 
plation of  the  testator  that  Thomas  Pearce  might  pos- 
sibly 
{a)  3  Burr.  16.35.  (g)  2  Jlfylne  i  Keen,  82.  780. 

(6)  1  Ba.  if  Bea.  470.  {h)  8  Vet.  38. 

(c)  ^J.iW.l.  (,)  2  Sim.  *  Stu.  ^00. 

{d)  5  Fes.  399.  (*)  2  M^lne  *  JTeen,  90. 

{e)  3  East,  278. 
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sibly  answer  the  description  of  the  person  who  was  to        I8S6. 
take  under  the  ultimate  limitation,  and  that  there  were     ^^""^^^"^^ 
dispositions  in  the  will  inconsistent  with  an  intention  to  o. 

make  Thomas  Pearce^  in  his  individual  character,  the  Vincekt. 
object  of  his  bounty  in  that  ultimate  limitation.  All 
the  observations  of  Sir  John  Leach^  when  he  expressed 
his  disapprobation  of  the  certificate  returned  by  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  were  founded  upon  the  assump- 
tion that,  if  Thomas  Pearce  could  take  under  the  ulti- 
mate limitation,  he  must  take,  because  it  appeared  from 
the  will  that,  in  the  events  which  had  happened,  he 
should  take.  <'  Is  there,''  said  his  Honor,  <^  to  be  found 
in  this  will  a  clearly  expressed  intention,  on  the  part 
of  the  testator,  that  the  remainder  should  extend  to 
Thomas  Pearce;  or  would  not  any  man  of  plain  un- 
derstanding say  that  it  is  the  clear  intention  of  the  tes- 
tator that  Thomas  Pearce  should  not  take  under  this 
limitation  ?''  {a)  The  answer  to  this  is,  that  the  reason- 
ing is  founded  on  the  supposition  that  the  testator  knew 
that  Thomas  Pearce  would  or  might  be  the  person 
answering  the  description  in  the  ultimate  limitation, 
whereas  the  testator  did  not  and  could  not  know  what 
the  state  of  his  family  would  be  at  the  time  when  the 
ultimate  limitation  was  to  take  effect.  By  that  limit- 
ation he  gives  his  estates,  in  certain  events,  to  a  person 
who  should  answer  a  particular  description,  and  Thomas 
Pearce  happened  to  be  the  person  answering  that  de- 
scription. Thomas  Pearce  was  clearly  not  in  the  testator's 
contemplation :  neither  he  nor  any  other  individual  was 
the  particular  object  of  the  testator's  bounty ;  but  Tho^ 
mas  Pearce  was  within  the  scope  of  the  testator's  general 
intention  indicated  by  a  gift  to  a  person  who  should 
answer  a  certain  description.  The  testator  could  not 
know  that  Thoma^s  Pearce  would  be  the  person  who 

would 
(a)  Pearcev.  Vincent,  2  Mylne  ^  Keen,  S12, 
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HfSS.  would  answer  the  particular  description;  and,  in  SkU 
there  might  still  be  a  person  who  would  exclude  Hamas 
Ptarte  ;  for  Zatehary  Pearce^  the  testatoi^s  brotlier^  went 
to  sea,  and  since  tbe  year  1795  had  not  been  heaid  o£ 
Both  courts  of  law  to  which  the  case  had  been  aeM 
having  come  to  the  same  conclusion,  they  subtnitted 
that  tbe  certificate  ought  to  be  confirmed,  and  the  biU 
diBmiBsed. 

The  Master  of  ike  Rolls. 

It  is  somewhat  embarrassing  to  be  obliged  to  decide  a 
case  in  which  Sir  John  Leach  expressed  an  opinion  so 
opposite  to  that  which  has  been  given  by  the  two  courts 
of  law ;  but  as  the  case  has  not  suggested  to  my  mind 
any  such  doubt  as  that  which  was  entertained  by  Sir 
John  Leachj  and  as  it  is  desirable  that  the  litigation  which 
this  question  has  occasioned  should  cease,  I  will  not 
delay  the  expression  of  the  opinion  which  I  have  formed 
upon  it.  The  question  is,  whether  Thomas  Pearce^ 
being  devisee  for  life,  and  filling  the  character  of  the 
person  to  whom  the  testator  has  given  his  estates  in 
certain  events,  is,  because  he  is  tenant  for  life,  to  be 
excluded  from  taking  under  the  description  in  the  ul- 
timate limitation  which  he  afterwards  filled. 

(His  Lordship  here  stated  the  material  limitations  of 
the  will.) 

It  is  tolerably  clear  that  a  vested  interest  was  given 
to  the  person  who  should,  at  the  time  of  the  testator's 
death,  answer  the  description  in  the  ultimate  limitation, 
which  vested  interest  might  have  been  devested  by  the 
appointment  of  Thomas  Pearce^  or  by  his  adoption  of  a 
male  relation  of  the  name  of  Pearce^  but  was,  in  default 
of  such  appointment  or  adoption,  to  take  efiect.     If  it 

should 
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should  so  hsppen  that  JTiamas  PearcCi  the  devisee  for 
life»  should  also^  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  answer  the 
deseriplioii  of  the  person  who  is  to  take  under  the 
nltimate  limitationy  ought  h^  becanse  he  fflb  the  two 
characters,  to  be  excluded  from  taking  under  that  litniti 
adon  ?  It  is  argued  that  he  ought,  becanse  the  gift  Id 
Utom&s  Pearce  for  life^  and  the  restrictions  put  upon 
him,  in  his  character  of  tenant  for  life,  are  wholly  inoonM 
sistent  with  an  intention,  on  the  part  of  the  testator,  to 
give  him  the  absolute  power  over  the  estate.  But  the 
testator  could  not  have  had  in  his  view  and  knowledge 
that  the  ultimate  gift,  which  is  limited  to  a  person  unas* 
certfiined  at  the  date  of  his  will,  would  go  to  Thomas 
Pearce.  The  argument  derived  from  intention  does 
not  apply  in  this  case ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that,  upon 
the  true  construction  of  the  will,  Thomas  Pearce  took 
under  the  ultimate  limitation,  not  because  he  was  the 
individual  person  intended  by  the  testator  to  take,  but 
because  he  answers  the  description  of  the  person  to 
whom  the  estates  are  ultimately  given.  The  bill  must^ 
therefore,  be  dismissed. 
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1838.  •  MOORE  V.  FROWD. 

^""^  '•  '•  V.  ABBOTT. 

BOND  V.  FROWD. 
V.  ABBOTT. 

A  decree  nut    riiHESE  causes  were  heard  before  the  present  Lord 
against  a  De-  Chancellor  when  Master  of  the  Rolls,  during  five 

fcndant,  who    ^       towards  the  end  of  the  month  of  Decetaber  18S5, 

did  not  appear       ^  ^ 

at  the  hear-      and  on  the  ISth  and  1 4th  o{  January  1836,  and,  on  the 

inent  was  pro-  last-mentioned  day  they  were  ordered  to  stand  for  judg- 

noonced  by      ment.     The  Defendants  William  Elkington  and  George 

the  Rolls,         Richards  Elkington  did  not  appear,  and,  on  the  affidavit 

after  his  ap-     ^f  service  of  subpoena  to  hear  iudirment  bemiF  produced, 
pointnrient  to  ^     ^         ^  ,      ,  .  ,  . 

the  office  of     the  Plamtitts  took  such  decree  against  them  as  they 

^X^S^^^xi^  could  abide  by.     On  the  16di  of  Jamunry  1836,  the 

sent  of  all  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  being  about  to  be  elevated  to  the 

causeex^ept*    office  of  Lord  Chancellor,  his  secretary  applied  to  the 

theDefendant,  several  parties  in  the  cause  to  sign  a  consent  to  the  Mas- 
and  another  #.    t      r*  n       .  .        .    i  .       i  *- 

party  who  did  ter  of  tlie  Rolls  givmg  judgment  m  these  causes,  after 

"h '  ^"^^^  ^^    ^'s  appointment  to  the  office  of  Lord  Chancellor,  and 

The  Defend-    to  be  bound  by  the  same  as  if  it  had  been  given  previ- 

shewTause"*^  ously  to  his  vacating  the  office  of  Master  of  the  Rolls, 

against  the       and  that  the  decree  or  order  should  bear  date  that  day 

setting  down^   the  16th  of  Janiwry  1836.     All  the  Defendants,  except 

the  cause  to      WiUiam  Elkington    and    George   Richards  Elkington^ 

against  him ;     Signed  a  Consent  to  this  effect 
and  a  peiition 
to  stay  pro- 
ceedings to  The  Lord  Chancellor  pronounced  his  judgment  in 

"e*cree'ah-        *^^  ^*"^®*  ^°  *®  ^^^'^  °^  August  1837.     The  decree, 
solute,  on  the   as  originally  drawn  up  by  the  Registrar,  was  dated 

be?ng  no  party  <>»  ^^^  ^^7  ^^   which  the  judgment  was   delivered; 
to  the  consent  huU 

to  have  the  ^ 

cause  decided  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  after  he  became  Lord  Chancellor,  was 
dismissed  with  costs. 
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but,  an  objection  having  been  taken  to  the  minutes  on        1SS8. 
that  ground,  the  matter  was  spoken  to  on  the  16th  of 
December  ISSTy  when  the  Lord  Chancellor  directed  that 
the  decree  should  bear  date  the  16th  of  January  1836, 
in  conformity  with  the  terms  of  the  consent. 

A  petition  was  now  presented  by  William  Elkington^ 
stating  that  he  had  been  served,  on  the  5th  of  February 
1838,  with  a  copy  of  a  subpcena  to  shew  cause  why  a 
decree  made  by  his  Honor  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  on 
the  16th  of  January  1836,  in  the  above-mentioned 
causes,  should  not  be  binding  against  him,  in  default 
whereof  such  decree  was  to  stand  and  be  made  ab- 
solate  against  him ;  that  the  petitioner  was  informed  and 
believed  that  no  decree  was  pronounced  in  these  causes 
on  the  day  on  which  it  purported  to  bear  date,  but 
that  such  decree  was  pronounced  by  the  present  Lord 
Chancellor  on  the  15th  of  August  1837,  by  the  consent 
in  writing  of  some  of  the  other  parties,  to  which  con- 
sent the  petitioner  was  not  a  party.  The  petitioner 
prayed  that  all  proceedmgs  to  make  the  decree  absolute 
against  him  might  be  stayed. 

For  the  petitioner  it  was  said  that  this  was  a  mere  ques- 
tion of  jurisdiction.  The  judgment  of  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, 'upon  a  case  which  he  had  heard  as  Master  of 
the  Rolls,  could  only  bind  those  parties  who  consented 
to  be  bound  by  it.  It  was,  in  fact,  the  opinion  of  an 
arbitrator,  binding  against  those  parties,  but  having  no 
force  against  the  Defendants  who  were  no  parties  to  the 
consent.  The  decree  nizi  taken  by  the  Plaintifis  in  a 
cause  where,  as  against  the  petitioner,  no  decree  was 
ever  pronounced,  was  irregular,  and  could  not  be  made 
absolute.  Powell  v.  Martin  (a),  and  Bumney  v.  Mor^ 
gan  (d),  were  cited. 

On 

(fl)  iJ.^W.  892.  (5)  4  Price,  266. 


\.\ 
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MiP-  ^  t^c  other  side,  it  was  contended  that,  the  Defend* 

»'J*fJ>^*^     ant  William  Elkington  having  made  default  at  the  hear- 
9.  ing,  it  was  not  open  to  him  to  apply  by  petition ;  but 

^»®^*>'  that  he  could  only  shew  cause  against  the  decree  nisi 
by  setting  down  the  cause  to  be  heard  against  him. 
TAe  Margravine  of  Anspach  v.  Noel,  (a)  Thj^^Dfi|i- 
tioner  was  a  co-trustee  with  the  Defendant  Frowd  §nd 
two  other  solicitors  against  whom  the  decree  directed 
an  account.  He  had  become  a  bankrupt ;  and  the  de- 
cree was  not  made  against  him  personally,  but  gave 
liberty  to  the  Plaintiffs  to  go  in  with  the  other  creditors 
under  his  bankruptcy.  He  had,  consequently,  no  in- 
terest in  the  suit;  and  this  was  in  reality  the  a[)plication 
of  the  Defendant  Framd^  who  was  desirous  of  defeating 
the  operation  of  the  decree.  The  time,  given  in  the 
subpcena^  for  shewing  cause  against  the  decree,  had  ex- 
pired, and  the  decree  had,  in  fact,  been  made  absolute, 
so  that,  even  if  the  petitioner  had  been  right  in  coming 
here  by  way  of  petition,  he  was  too  late. 

The  Master  of  the  Roli^s  was  of  opinion  that  from 
the  time  the  petitioner  made  default  at  the  hearing,  and 
the  decree  nisi  was  taken  against  him,  he  was  boilind 
by  that  decree,  until  he  shewed  causd  against  it,  which 
he  could  only  do  by  setting  down  the  cause  to  be  heard 
against  him.  The  petition  prayed  that  A\  proceedings 
to  make  the  decree  absolute  might  be  stayed,  wKeh  in 
fact  the  decree  had  been  made  absolute.  Updh  ihiisSs 
grounds,  even  if  there  were  no  other  circumstanced  in 
the  case  rendering  it  impossible  to  entertain  this  appli- 
cation, the  petition  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

(«)  19r«.575. 
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DAVIS  V.  DOWDING.  i^«».M. 

'T^HE   Plaintifib  were  mortgagees  in  fee  of  certain  WImms 

real  estates  of  the  testator  John   Winpenmf^  and  been  made  in 

the  bill  was   filed  against  the  trustees  and  executors  ^7^^^^    . 

under  the  will,  the  infant  devisee  and  heir  at  law  of  purpose  of 

the   testator,  and  other  parties,   for  the  purpose  of  Jk^J^IIiS?* 

realising  the  Plaintiffs'  security  by  the  sale  of  the  mort-  penonaleitate 

gaged  premises.     The  bill   stated  that,   by  a   decree  dcnteeofAe 

made  ia  (wo  suits  of  Cotartney  v.  Courtney  and  Sampson  real  eitata  wai 

V.  Cowitiey^  one,  the  suit  of  a  legatee  under  the  will  of  ^^  i^y  ^^g^ 

the  testator,  and  the  other,  a  creditor's  suit,  the  usual  gagees,  fiw*  tke 

purpose  of  re- 
acoounts  of  the  testator's  personal  estate   had  been  alitiny  their 

directed,  and  also  inquiries  respecting  certain  canal  and  ^^"^JS  * 

BriUol  dock  shares  belonging  to  the  testator ;  and  that  nortyi^ 

die  Master  had  prepared  the  draft  of  his  report,  and  p|[^!2|^  **" 

ttaft  it  had  been  ascertained  that  the  testator's  pergonal  loititutcd. 
^^^  .  In  a  suil  far 

estate  was  insufficient  for  the  payment  of  his  debt9* 


The  bill  further  stated,  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  been  mortnge 

.  lecunty, 

advised  that  they  were  not  entided  to  receive  the  per-  vbere  the 

aonal  estate  of  the  testator  to  the  prejudice  of  creditors  ^dr  ofthe 

not  having  other  security  for  their  debts,  but  that  they  mortgagor  k 
,.       1    .  11  an  infant,  the 

ought  to  realise  their  mortgage  security,  and  only  come  q^^^^  iwudiy 

upon  the  testator's  personal  estate  for  the  deficiency :  and  directs  a  re- 
-  %   %        1  ..     .1.   •  rji_     ference  to  the 

It  prayed  that  the  present  suit  might,  in  case  of  need,  be  Master  to 

taken  as  a  supplemental  suit  to  the  suit  of  Sampson  v.  ^^^^ 
Courtney^  and  that  the  mortgaged  premises  might  be  sale  of  the 
sold,  and  the  Plaintiffs'  debt  saUsfied  out  of  the  pro-  p^^^'titt 
duoe  of  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  the  per-  ^  ^'°|'  ^ 
sonal  estate  of  the  testator;  and  that  the  canal  and  inf^tj  but, 

BrisM  where  it  is 

clear  that  sttcn 
sale  will  be  for  the  infant's  benefit,  the  Court  will  direct  a  sale  in  the  first  instance* 

Vou  11.  S 
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1936.       Bridal  dock  shares  might,  if  necessary,  be  sold  for  that 
Wj/    purpose. 

j^QwmNOi.  ^  objection  was  raised  by  the  answers  of  some  of 
the  Defendants,  that  this  suit  was  irregular  and  un- 
necessary, inasmuch  as  the  Plaintiffs  might  have  gone 
in  and  proved  their  debt  under  the  decree  in  the  two 
suits,  and  had  the  mortgaged  estates  sold  in  those  suits. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  O.  Anderdon^  for  the  Plain* 
tiffs,  cited  Greenwood  v.  Taylor  {a)  as  an  authority, 
shewing  that  the  Plaintifis  were  right  in  resorting  first 
to  their  mortgage  security ;  and  they  insisted  that,  as 
the  heir  and  devisee  under  the  will  of  the  testator  was 
an  infant,  the  benefit  of  that  security  could  only  be  ob« 
tained  by  a  separate  suit. 

Mr.  Boniilly^  for  the  infant  heir  and  devisee  of  the 
testator,  and  Mr.  Rogers^  Mr.  Koe^  Mr.  Piggott^  Mr. 
Bagsiawe,  and  Mr.  Rasch^  for  the  other  Defendants, 
contended  that  the  Plaintiffs  might  have  obtained  the 
benefit  of  their  security  by  a  sale  of  the  mortgaged  pre- 
mises on  a  petition  presented  in  the  creditors'  suit,  and 
that  the  Plaintiffs  ought  not  to  be  allowed  their  costs  in 
this  suit,  which  was  unnecessary  and  irregular  in  point 
of  form.  The  authority  of  Greenwood  v.  Taylor^  which 
had  never  been  acquiesced  in  by  the  profession,  was 
shaken  by  the  observations  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  in 
the  recent  case  of  Mason  v.  Bogg  {b%  where  this  subject 
had  been  much  considered,  and  inquiries  made  into  the 
practice  in  the  Masters'  offices,  the  result  of  which  was 
to  shew,  that  mortgagees  were  not  put  upon  terms,  as 
was  the  practice  in  bankruptcy,  but  that  they  might 
come  in,  as  creditors,  to  prove  on  their  mortgage  bond, 
or  on  the  covenant  in  their  mortgage  deed,  as  specialty 

creditors 
(a)  1  Ruu.  4*  Mylne,  185.  (&}  2  Mylne  4*  Crmgf445. 
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creditors  for  the  whole  amount  of  the  principal  and  in- 
terest due  to  them. 

Mr.  PemberioTif  in  reply,  said  he  had  been  furnished, 
since  the  opening  of  this  case,  with  an  office  copy  of 
the  decree  made  in  the  two  suits.  Sampson  v.  Courtney 
was  the  suit  of  a  creditor  by  simple  contract ;  the  other 
was  a  legatee's  suit ;  and  in  neither  of  them  was  the 
real  estate  of  the  testator  sought  to  be  administered. 
How  was  it  possible,  therefore,  to  obtain  a  sale  of  the 
mortgaged  estates,  on  a  petition  presented  in  these  suitSy 
or  how  could  the  infant  heir  and  devisee  be  bound  by 
such  a  proceeding  ?  In  the  case  of  Mason  v.  Bogg^  the 
Lord  Chancellor  thought  the  matter  was  not  in  such  a 
state  as  to  call  for  an  opinion  on  the  question  which 
arose  in  Greenwood  v.  Taylor^  and  the  principle  laid 
down,  therefore,  in  that  case,  must  be  considered  as  the 
law  of  this  Court. 


^V! 


1858. 


Datxb 

DOWOINO. 


'  Hie  Master  of  the  RoLLSsaid  that,  until  the  nature 
of  the  two  suits  in  which  the  decree  had  been  made  was 
distinctly  shewn,  his  impression  was  that  this  suit  was 
irregular,  but  as  no  order  for  the  sale  of  the  real  estates 
could  be  made  in  those  causes,  the  Plaintiffs  were 
entitled  to  the  relief  prayed  by  their  bill,  a  reference 
being  first  made  to  the  Master  to  inquire  whether  it 
would  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  infant  that  the  estate 
should  be  sold.  Where,  from  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  it  appeared  to  be  clear  that  a  sale  would  be  for  the 
benefit  of  the  infant,  the  Court  would  direct  a  sale  in 
the  first  instance ;  but,  in  this  case,  the  usual  reference 
should  be  made. 


It  was  afterwards  discovered  that  the  heir  arid  de-     Mar^zi. 
visee  of  the  testator  had,  in  fact,  attained  his  majority 

S  2  some 


.c  ^'j^iA^ 


24^  C'ASiS  IJf  'cfaA^CfcfifY? 

tS^tiw'    ^^^^  ^^^  previous  to  the  date  of  the  decree ;  and,  at 

^'^^'^''^^    the  next  seal,  Mr.  Pemhertoriy  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffis, 

9.  moved  that  the  decree  might  be  varied  by  directing  the 

DowDiNO.      Master  to  sell  the  mortgaged  estate.     He  cited  Geary 

y.  aear!/{a%  Daniel  v.  Skipmith  (6),  mdirociclehiitit^i 

Jessopp  (r),  in  support  of  the  motion. 

1//  i.l  '     '/  -  ./  •        ij  // 

••^Mf.  Aamilh/f  fef  the  heir  and  devisee,  said  thal(  the 
Bisfttidant,  for  whom  he  appeared,  had  had)ib-op|)or- 
tunity  of  making  any  application  to  the  Court  in  his 
adult  character ;  that  the  bill  did  not  pray  a  foredo- 
sufe^  and  might  be  dismissed  with  costs  unoQ  a  PT9p^ 
answer  put  in  by  the  heir  and  devisje^;  an(^  h^e^o- 
mitted  that  the  suit  could  not  be  disposed  of  until  the 
rights  of  the  heir  and  devisee  in  his  adult  character 
shtiuld  be  brought  before  the  Ck)urt,  and  deterafrilldd<  In 
a  supplemental  suit. 

Mr.  Pemlerion^  in  reply,  insisted  that  he  ^^  l^tititled 
to  the  order  for  which  he  now  moved.         '    v<      v.\  >  v 

,    ■'    I      .1;    lo 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that  the  fttrt  l^P^hfe 
infant  heir  and  devisee  having  attained  his  majotWy'Was 
a  fact  which  he  might  be  presumed  to  hav6  kndWh  j  slHd 
that  he  might,  if  he  had  thought  proper,  oh  attaining  ttfe 
age,  have  made  a  new  defence,  or  applied  for  leave  to 
redeem.  During  his  infancy,  the  Defendant  ibsteJWtti 
ho  disadvantage;  and  It  was  his  own  default  fl;"  When  he 
attained  his  full  age,  he  had  omitted  to  make  ah^  lip^li- 
cation,  which,  it  was  suggested  at  the  bar,  nii^hthaVe 
aided  his  defence.  The  cause  having  been  lieardj^'iro 
such  application  having  been  made ;  and  there  being  ^o 
^legation  of  surprise  or  want  of  notice,  the  HahitSlffs 
'were  entitled,  under  the  circumstances,  to  a  ^are<iP'tne 
mortgaged  estates.  "    '*''"' 

,         {a)  Seton  on  Decreet^  n3,  {c)  7  Sm^^3C, 

(b)  2Bro.C.C.XS5. 
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!•      •     ri.  •.  .  ..     ■  .,.      . 

,.!■  ■     ■■      ' 

-   'mI 

,>     ,  ;.  BETWEEN  J,'         .■„„!^„a 

B^ARY  WILSON         -  -  .-Plaintiff,    ,     Martk9, 

AND  ...    V. 

WILLIAM    WILSON,    the    Elder,    WILLIAM 

WILSON,  the  Yoaoger,  BENJAMIN  WILSQN, 

.  8pa.J0HN  WILSON  -  -  DefeqdapDs^ 

'    '    '"     '         By  Bill  of  Revivor  ' 

-.  <;    ...t    ,  .  ,. 

BETWEEN 

^Mt  'CMISTIAN  GROSSLOB  and  MARY  hU 
;WU»1«  MARY  WILSON      -       •- Plainu'C" 


hI'   lit  hi    u 


i-ilu  u.i\  »     t  ).'  AND  ...  -I 

"DY  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  12th  Where  the 
j^^^pnd  J  3th  days  of  October  1827,  and  njade^  bel^^een  SSSs^lIi  coo- 
Benjamin  Wilson  the  elder,  the  father  of  the  Plaintiff  ^"uteT  ^^ 
of  the  first  part;  the  Defendant,   William  Wilson  the  among  the 
ff}^%  tjtjpjun^le  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  other  three,  De-  ^eiJ^-^"^ 
^pdMt|^  t^e  brothers  of  the  Plaintiff,  the  four  Defepd-  pitted  to  fall 
(fflf^li^lRK/b.^.^i'i"'?*^^  nominated  and  appointed  by  and  o^n'^buffilcd 

,^qj^.  ,9f,t^ie|  t))]ira  part;  Benjiamin  Wilson,  the  elder,  entitled  to  the 

\P^^\ff^^^  in  fjB^sippple  of  the  lands  and  messufiges  ^uf  "h^^*^' 

^^ifj^^Rj^r  d^qribed,  cupnyey^  the  same,  s]Libj^t  to  life,  against 

.%f(^e9?fi?  ^*??^«^^  ^e^tiojied;  to  the  use  of  l?ifnsdf  for  JjeCourt^ 

cMfiUfV^^  after  his  decease,  to  the  us^  of  the  four  De-  ordered  a 
3TKTi'tiTi:~'  ....  »  -^      :i'    V    f...,'    »     receiver  to  bc 

^^n^jftsjor,  the  term  of  ninety-nine  year^  uppn  tfust  appointed, 
^fffff^y^ihfi  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  lands,  mes-  and  the  costs 
"fffftSfhi  ^^  tenements,  and  after  deducting  all  necessuy  be  paid  b^  the 
fl^afges  and  expenses  for  repairs,  insurance,  and  other-  ^™**®*** 
wise,  to  pay  the  same  to  the  Plaintiff  for  her  sole  and 
separate  use  and  benefit,  maintenance  and  support ;  and 

S  S  after 
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1898.  after  the  decease  of  the  Plaintiff,  to  the  use  of  her  child 
or  children ;  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  of 
the  Defendants,  their  heirs  and  assigns. 

Benjamin  Wilson^  the  elder,  died  on  the  18th  of  Jbie 
18S2.  William  Wilson^  the  younger,  received  the  rents 
and  paid  them  over  to  the  Plaintiff  until  the  montli  of 
October  188S,  when  the  other  three  trustees  served  a 
notice  upon  the  tenants  not  to  pay  their  rents  to  Wiln 
Ham  Wilson^  the  younger,  alone,  or  except  upon  receipts 
signed  by  all  the  trustees.  In  consequence  of  this  no- 
tice the  tenants  refused  to  pay  their  rents  to  William 
Wilson^  the  younger,  alone.  Some  time  after,  an  arrange- 
ment was  entered  into,  by  which  the  trustees  agreed  that 
Edward  Sells  should  receive  the  rents  for  a  year  under 
a  power  of  attorney;  and  Sells  did,  accordingly,  receive 
the  rents  for  a  year,  but  at  the  expiration  of  that  time, 
the  Defendant,  Benjamin  Wilson^  refused  to  concur  in 
that  arrangement,  and  insisted  that  he  would  take  the 
receipts  of  the  rents  and  the  management  of  the  trust 
property  into  his  own  hands.  The  disputes  between 
the  trustees  continued;  the  tenants  refused  to  pay 
their  rents  except  upon  receipts  signed  by  all  the  trus- 
tees, and  the  rents  were  in  arrear.  On  the  3 1st  of 
October  18S5,  the  bill  was  filed  by  the  Plaintiff.  It 
stated  the  above-mentioned  facts;  that  various  en- 
deavours had  been  made  by  and  on  behalf  <^  the 
Plaintiff  to  induce  the  Defendants  to  make  such  arrange- 
ments as  might  secure  to  her  the  punctual  receipt  of 
her  income,  and,  among  others,  that  the  Defendants 
should  execute  a  power  of  attorney  to  some  person  to 
be  appointed  by  the  Plaintiff  to  receive  the  rents,  and 
that  the  Defendant,  William  Wilson^  the  younger,  was 
ready  to  accede  to  such  proposal,  but  that  the  other 
Defendants  refused  to  do  so,  and  insisted  that  the  De- 
fendant, Benjamin  Wilson^  the  younger,  should  ex- 
clusively 
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clnsmly  act  in  the  management  of  the  trust  property^  MSB* 
to  which  last-mentioned  proposal  the  Defendant^  Wil- 
Uam  Wilsofij  the  younger,  refused  to  consent  The  bill 
prayed  that  the  due  performance  of  the  trust,  and  the 
receipt  and  payment  of  the  arrears  of  rent,  and  the 
punctual  receipt  and  payment  of  the  future  accruing 
rents  might  be  enforced  and.  effected  under  th^  decree 
of  the  Court,  and  that,  for  that  purpose,  a  receiver  might 
be  appointed,  and  that  the  Defendants  might  pay  the 
costs  of  the  suit. 

On  the  31st  of  May  18S6,  the  Plaintiff'  intermarried 
with  EmU  Christian  Grosslob,  and  the  suit  was  revived 
by  Grosshb  and  his  wife  {a)  against  the  same  Defend- 
ants*. The  Defendants  answered  separately,  and  sub- 
stantially admitted  the  case  made  by  the  bill. 

ytr.  PemberUm^  for  the  Plaintiffs,  asked  either  that 
the  trustees  might  be  removed  and  new  trustees  ap- 
pointed; or  that  a  receiver  might  be  appomted,  and 
that  the  Defendants  might  be  ordered  to  pay  the  costs 
of  the  suit 

Mr.  Treslaoe  and  Mr.  Whitmarshy  for  the  three  De- 
fendants William  Wilson^  the  younger,  Benjamin  Wilson^ 
and  John  Wilson^  said,  that  these  Defendants  were 
ready  to  concur  in  the  same  arrangement  for  the  receipt 
of  the  rents,  which  was  opposed  by  only  one  of  the 
trustees,  and  they  submitted  that,  in  such  a  case^  the 
Court  would  adopt  the  acts  of  the  majority  of  the 
trustees. 

Mr.  Bbmt^  for   William  Wilson^  the  younger,  sub- 
mitted that  the  case  of  this  Defendant  was  distinguish- 
able 
(a)  See  Wake  v.  Parker^  2  Keen,  59. 

S  4 
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I  .^)t  All 


*J  T^J^    distinguished  by  the  statement  inthefaiil^  kadltbat^hftii 
V..9        ought  not,  therefore,  to  be  ordered  to  pay  any  part  of 
^HMSfV/   tbilcoiilai^  .'.••'■  '■'  *••'.'"■  >««T 

7^  MfauteBlt  ^M£«  BdHLfii  .    ..} 

In  this  case  the  Plaintiff,  without  any  fault  or  neglect 
on  her  part,  but  in  consequence  of  the  disputes  among 
the  Defendants,  the  trustees,  has  been  compelled  to 
come  into  this  Court  to  ask  for  that  relief  which  all 
have  admitted  that  she  is  clearly  entitled  U)^  ^One  thing 
is  perfectly  clear — that  she  ought  not  to  pay  the  costs 
of  this  suit,  but  that  they  must  be  defr9^e4^^y  ^h|s%r* 

,,„  i|,^ho  have  compelled  her  to  institi^te  it..    A^  to  .Imi 

Biol  M\n<.  n^gu^st^n^jai  relief  to  which  she  is  entitled,  there  is  np  , 
8.  >'Mir  ,n. /difficulty;  a  receiver  must  be  appointed  in  order.  Uf 
^'j'j'' '  ^  ,/;sequre  to  her  the  recovery  of  the  arrears  of  rent,  and 
JI7/0J  u>    .tithb  punctual  payment  of  the  accruing  rents.     The  cosis 
'i(5j  'i "h/PC^"®  ^"*^  "P  ^  ^^^^  ^™®  must  be  paid  by  some  or  one  , 
~ji-  i<.  'tYot  the  Defendants;  and  upon  the  answers  which  have, 
vjM'  I..-  peea  separately  put  m  by  them,  1  cannot,  at  presept, , 
jiuli  tMM'i    idjudicate.     Their  conduct  has  been  highly  imprope'r 
h'jw  (fi  n  i  >/and  absurd:  instead  of  joining  to  do  what  was  lj)ene^  ^ 
-iiio/'.         ficlal  to  their  cestui  que  trust,  each  seem^  to  have  e^^ea-  . 
.  h  '  voured  to  appropriate  to  himself  the  credit  of  m^tn^ing 

this  small  propert}',  and  to  exclude  one  or  both  of  the 
others.     At  present  I  cannot  tell  which  has  been  the 
most  in  the  wrong ;  and  the  only  order  which  the  Couft  ^ 
can  now  make  is,  that  the  costs  be  paid  by  the  DjS;^. 
fendants  generally,  unless  an  inquiry  be  askejd  by  the 
Defendant,  William  Wilson,  the  younger,  or  any  o^h^r 
of  the  Defendants,  under  what  circumstances  the  Plain-  ^ 
tiff  lias  tjleen  prevented  from  receiving  her  income.     If  ^ 
that  inquiry  be  asked  for  the  purpose  of  having  an  ad- 
judication 


.J.I'. 


CXSEB.)IH.ICHAHCB&lt¥:J  s»^ 

jddidBtion^ini  iaipei*  ofiocislBibet¥Mbnithd'BldfoiulJ^       Ig^ 

The  inquiry  was  waived  by  the  Defendants,  add^tboli   ^^^^^^^^^^ 
decree  was  accordingly  made  for  a  receiver,  and  for 
payment  of  the  costs  of  the  attttbsl  the  Defisndodflfe.  v'V 

J .,'  .     .  '       .      '  ■    '     ■  '      111 


1       ».   ■ 

-<   .n>|t         *(  V-r-.^V  i^^r-r^n-n-r-l  Wrv^  v^<*vr%^  '  ''     ^ 


!nELTHORPE  v.  WRIGHT.  ''     mo^  i«. 


'"^^JlrK.^Wlt^LtAMS  moved  for  a  Serjeant  at  arms  The  Court 

fidav^  of  ine  Plaintiff's  solicitor,  by  whom  the  writ  cj^  Serjeant  at 

attachment  was  issued,  stated  his  belief  that  the  Defend-  »he  affidavit 

anl'  wa&  in  tne  county  into  which  the  writ  was  issued,  .^f^^  •oli- 


•"l 


ifcitorortowQ 


and  It  stated,  upon  the  deponents  mformation  and  Upi,  agent, bv 
H#,"  the.  steps  taken  by  the  officer,  for  the  P^^¥P^^\?^^X^h^^ 
shewing  diat  due  diligence  had  been  used  in  endeavour-  pidimentwas 
in^'^o  apj)rehep(l  the  Defendant;  but  it  did  not  state  ^tlie  ^u"beUef  that 
depcfeeiii^s   belief  that  due   diligence  had  been  usep.  due  diligence 
He^referre^  to  tne  case  of  Wright  v.  Green  (a),  wh^re  jn  endeavour- 
Lord *j^rot^/5flf7w  held  this  to  be  unnecessary,  and  ne   ^^^^J^t. 
sj^nikieSt  that  the  act  did  not  in  terms  require  the  de^ ,  defendant, 
ponenk  to  swear  to  his  belief  tha,t  due  diligence  ha<^ 
been  used,  though  it  (lid  expressly  require  him  t^  swear 
to  lifs  belielr,  at  tne  time  of  suing  forth  the  writ,  that  the 
ndlendant  was  in  the  county  into  which  the  writ  was 
issu^.     If  the  deponent  stated,  upon  his  informational 
and  belief,  acts  done  by  the  officer  from  which  the/ 
Court  was  enabled  to  infer  that  due  dilififence  had  been 

used  to  ascertam  the  place  where  the  Defendant  was  at 

1.,.   .,    .        '  t    '■•  /     '{'•"  J^.'tj 

"•" '    "  (a)  8  RusM.  4-  Mjflne,  93. 
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1898.  the  time  of  issuing  the  writ,  and  in  endeavouring  to  ap« 
prehend  the  Defendant,  the  deponent's  belief,  as  to  the 
sufficiency  of  the  steps  so  taken  by  the  officer  to  shew 
that  due  diligence  had  been  used,  was  immaterial. 

7Xf  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Court  is  to  be  satisfied  by  affidavit  that  doe 
diligence  has  been  used ;  and,  if  every  fact  bearing  on 
that  result  was  stated,  the  inference  might  safely  be 
drawn,  and  an  affidavit  of  the  facts  only  would  be  suf* 
ficient.  But  of  all  the  facts  bearing  on  the  result,  some 
only  may  be  stated,  whilst  others  within  the  knowledge 
of  the  party  may  be  omitted ;  and  the  efiect  of  the  omitted 
fiicts  might,  if  they  were  produced,  be  such  as  altogether 
to  change  the  tendency  of  those  which  are  stated,  when 
taken  by  themselves ;  and,  as  a  mode  of  guarding  against 
the  omission  of  important  facts  in  an  ex  parte  proceed- 
ing, it  appears  to  me  proper  to  require  the  person^ 
whose  duty  it  is  to  ascertain  all  the  facts,  to  state  his 
belief  that  the  inference  he  desires  the  Court  to  deduce 
from  the  particular  facts  which  he  adduces  is  true,  or, 
in  other  words,  that  due  diligence  has  been  used. 

Motion  refused. 


March  SI.  The  motion  was  afterwards  renewed  upon  an  affi- 
davit amended  in  conformity  with  this  decision,  and  his 
Lordship  made  the  order. 
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STUBBS  V.  SARGON.  j^^V" 

Aug,  7m 

Jj^LIZABETH  IVES,  by  her  will  dated  the  11th  of  A  testatrix 
-'-'  September  1832,  gave  and  devised  to  George  Sar^  trastees  and 
gOHy  George  Fuller,  John  Henry  Padbury,  and  EAooard  ^^^^  ''^{/'i  ^ 
Ives  Fuller,  and  to  their  heirs  and  assigns,  all  that  her  dwelling- 
copyhold  messuage  or  tenement  and  dwelling-house,  ^^J**'^*^®"* 
garden  and  ground  wherein  she  then  principally  resided,  together  with 
together  with  the  furniture  and  effects  therein,  and  the  ^^  j  effects  "^^ 

coach-house  and  stable  thereto  belonging,  and  also  the  therein;  and 
,  T    .1    t      1  •  L    »J*o  '*>e  ten 

ten  cottages  and  two  new  cottages  built  by  her,  with  cottages,  and 

their  appurtenances,  at  Lamptem,  to  hold  the  same,  with  ^^  ^t^i^t 

the  her,  with  their 
appurtenances 
at  L,9  upon  trust,  to  pay  the  rents  of  the  said  hereditaments  to  her  niece  S,  &,  the 
wife  of  G>  S,,  or  to  permit  and  suffer  her  to  use  and  occupy  the  said  hereditaments 
during  her  life,  to  the  intent  that  the  same  hereditaments,  and  the  rents,  issues,  and 
profits  thereof,  might  be  for  her  separate  use ;  and  after  her  decease  to  G.  S,  for  his 
life,  and  after  his  decease  to  stand  possessed  of  the  said  hereditaments,  in  trust,  for 
such  of  the  testatrix's  nephews  and  nieces,  or  grand-nephews  and  grand-nieces,  as 
8.  S.  should  appoint ;  and  in  default  of  appointment,  upon  trust  to  sell  and  dispose 
of  the  said  hereditaments  and  premises,  the  produce  of  such  sale  to  constitute  part 
of  her  residuary  personal  estate. 

Held,  that  the  furniture  and  effects  did  not  pass  to  S,  5.,  but  belonged  to  the 
residuary  legatees. 

The  testatrix  gave  certain  freehold  and  leasehold  premises  to  trustees,  in  trust 
after  the  decease  of  M.  /.,  to  dispose  of  and  divide  the  same  unto  and  amongst  her 
panners^  who  should  be  in  copartnership  with  her  at  the  time  of  her  decease,  or 
to  whom  she  might  have  disposed  of  her  business,  in  such  shares  and  proportions  as 
her  trustees  should  think  fit. 

Held,  that  this  was  a  good  devise  to  the  persons  to  whom  it  was  ascertained 
that  the  testator  had  disposed  of  her  business  in  her  lifetime. 

In  the  residuary  clause,  "  and"  was  read  "  or,"  to  effectuate  the  plain  intention 
of  the  testatrix. 

E,  I,  indorsed  a  promissory  note  for  2000/.  and  sent  it  to  S.  S.  in  a  letter,  whereby 
she  gave  the  same  to  S.  S,  for  her  sole  use  and  benefit,  for  the  express  purpose  of 
enabling  her  to  present  to  either  branch  of  her  family  any  portion  of  the  interest 
or  principal  thereon,  as  she  might  consider  most  prudent;  and  in  the  event  of  the 
death  of  S.  S.,  by  that  bequest,  she  empowered  her  to  dispose  of  the  said  sum  of 
sooo/.  by  will  or  deed,  to  those  or  either  branch  of  the  family  she  might  consider 
most  deserving  thereof 

Hdd,  that  this  letter  created  a  trust,  the  objects  of  which  were  too  undefined  to 
enable  the  Court  to  execute  it,  and  that  the  8000/,  formed  part  of  the  testatrix's 
general  personal  estate. 
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)f^i       ^  fq^purtenances  unto,  and  to  the  u$e  of  the  sai^  ^fP^g^ 
^^JV^^    j^rgon^  George  Fuller^  John  Hewy  Padbun/y  and  jkflward 
^  2^9^  Fyllerj  their  heirs  and  assigns,  upon  trust  that  they 

^^AMIVR  Q^  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or  the  h^irs  ai^d 
4$^^gns  of  such  survivor,  should  pay  the  rents,  isspQs^ 
9|^  prpfits  of  the  said  hereditaments,  into  the  pifope^ 
h/9n/c|s  of  her.  niece,  Sarah  Sargon^  the  wife  of  Geor^ 
Sffrgoih  or  into  the  hands  of  such  person  or  persons  ^ 
she,  sl]^)uld,  from  time  to  time  but  not  by  way  of  aa-, 
t^cipation,  i^point  to  receive  the  same ;  or  otherwise  tq 
pi^rmit  and  suffer  Sarah  Sargoti  to  use  and  occ^ipy  tb^ 
if^d  hereditaments  during  her  life,  to  the  intent  th^t  th^ 
s^iQf^, hereditaments  and  the  rents,  issues^, ai^  Pf!?A^ 
therpp^  might  be  for  her  sole  and  separa^  vi^e^  ilQd^^of 
^^l^ect  to  the  debts,  control,  disposition^  or  ^j^^/x^ 
m^i^  of  her  present,  or  any  future  husband.j.^^]^^  a^^ 
b^r  .decease,  in  trust  for  George  Sargon,  dufiujg  hisjifp^ 
9^d9fter  his  decease,  upon  trust  that  her  trjyist^./;)!^ 
^hA  survivors,  &&  should  be  possessed  of  and  interj^t^ 
lUi  the  said  hereditaments,  in  trust  for  such  of  the,  te^t^ 
tfix's  n^hews  and  nieces  or  grand-nephews^  aip^^  g^^^ 
ly^ces  as  the  said  Sarah  Sargon  should  app9^fj^fi^^ 
in. default  of  appointment,  upon  trust  that  the  ^aid,^^ 
tees  or  the  survivors  &c.  should  sell  and  dispf»se  of  ^\if^ 
(^  hereditaments  and  premises,  and  suchp^rt,thj9req£ 
over  which  no  appointment  had  been  mad^;,  afj^^^^^jf^ 
ti^^trix  directed  that  the  money  to  arise  by  s;jch  sale 
§bQuld  fall  into  and  form  part  of  her  residu^rv  pff^n^ 
c^^a^.and  be  disposed  of  as  thereinafter  ni^pj^oq^jj^^.^fj 

■  '^  •  .  .    .'■»   'no'lxf 

.^o^lff^qu^Jion  as  to  this  clause  of  the  will  was^  whfi^^p^* 

the, 'furniture  and  effects,  therein  mentioned,  pasfp4>^ 

jSidfi^^gim,  or  belonged  to  the  residuary  legfttecjs,,^,,^ 

i,   'Xk^  testatrix  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathe^  to  t^^ 
^«pQ,^rust^es,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  bxj4 

assigns. 
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assigns,  according  to  the  different  natures  and  qusfiti^i     ^  ij&^j 
inereof  respectively,  all  that  her  freehold  messuage  o^       w^^^S^ 
^nement,  with  the  appurtenances  thereunto  belonging,  ttf 

^iukt'e  Nio.  30.,  Little  Queen  Street,  wherein  she  carrietf  ®^**** 
dil'tier  trade,  together  with  her  leasehold  stables  and 
liraife^cluses  behind  the  same,  and  also  all  her  estate  afad 
interest  in  the  leasehold  manufactory  and  premises  iifr 
iXaiden  Lane,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Pancras,  with  tlie 
appurtenances,  together  with  all  and  singular  the  fix- 
tures about  the  said  messuage  or  tenement  in  ZrVffi^ 
ween  Street  aforesaid,  to  hold  the  said  freehold  anl9 
^asehold'  'messuages,  tenements,  stables,  premises,  arfd 
tfmir^s  lastly  thereinbefore  devised  and  bequeathed; 
n^'id'afad 'to  ttie  use  of  the  said  trustees,  their  heifis, 
e!i^(irQVorsy  administrators  and  assigns,  upon  trust  tliat 
%e'sdd^bus\!ees  or  the  survivors,  &c.,  should  by  mortP 
Ipige,  sale,  or  other  disposition  of  the  said  several  heredf-- 
Hiaff^ikkA^  premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  by  and  but 
of  ^fhe  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  or  of  any  pd!i^( 
Ut^^f,'  oF  by  all  or  any  of  the  said  ways  and  nieSan'^; 
nU^6  ^n'd' levy  all  such  sum  and  sums  of  money,  as 
s(i/6uld'  be  iffequisite  or  proper  for  the  payment  and  srttfe- 
l&Btfot^'6f  the  taxes  and  repairs  of  the  said  hereditamentts 
Urn,  piremises,  and  the  insurance  thereof,  and  the  rents 
y&^Weid  In  respect  of  the  said  leasehold  premises,  and 
iffl6i/rA  pay  and  apply  the  moneys  so  to  be  raised  Ibr 
Wi  ms^ering  of  the  said  purposes  accordingly.  TTitt 
feSttftHii  proceeded  as  Mows:  —  "  And  1  do  hereby 
decmre  and  direct  that,  subject  to  the  trusts  herein^ 
before  expressed,  the  said  trustees,  their  heirs,  exe- 
Irtiuiiis/'StC.,  do  and  shall  stand  and  be  seised  and  pos- 
^issbd  df  and  interested  in  the  said  several  freiihoid 
andleasehbld  messuages,  tenements,  and  heredKailtietft^, 
fixtures  and  premises  last  hereinbefore  devised  and  be- 
^(rofitiiedj'nl  trust  to  pay  the  rents,  issues,  andprtyA^  of 
"iAA  hereditaments  and  premises,  into  the  proper 

hands 
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1857.       hands  of' my  sister  Maty  Innettf  or  into  the  hands  of 

^~^^*^     snch  person  as  she  shall  appoint  to  receive  the  same, 

9.  and  to  have  the  use  of  the  said  fixtures  and  premises 

Sabgok.      during  her  life.    And  from  and  after  her  decease,  in 

trust  to  dispose  of   and  divide  the  same  unto  and 

amongst  my  partners,  who  shall  be  in  copartnership 

with  me  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  or  to  whom  I  may 

have  disposed  of  my  said  business,  in  such  shares  and 

proportions  as  my  said  trustees  shall  think  fit  and  deem 

advisable." 

The  testatrix,  at  the  date  of  her  will,  carried  on  die 
business  of  a  varnish  and  colour  maker,  in  co-partner- 
ship  with  her  nephews,  John  Dialls  Innett^  Charles  Nol^ 
loth  Stttbbs^  Samuel  Silver^  and  Thomas  Cookes.  She  was 
entitled  to  the  property  on  which  the  business  was  cai^ 
ried  on,  and  to  the  capital  engaged  in  it ;  and  she  was 
interested  in  the  profit  and  loss  of  the  concern  to  the 
amount  of  three-fourths,  her  partners  being  interested  in 
the  remaining  fourth.  She  had  no  partners  at  the  time 
of  her  death,  having  disposed  of  her  business  to  Samiul 
Silver^  TTiomas  Cookes,  Ann  Abigail  Innellf  and  JM» 
Ives. 

The  questions,  raised  as  to  the  last-mentioned  dause 
in  the  will,  were,  first,  whether  the  devise  to  persons 
who  should  be  the  partners  of  the  testatrix  at  the  time 
of  her  decease,  or  to  whom  she  should  have  disposed 
of  her  business  in  her  lifetime,  was  a  good  devise  within 
the  statute  of  frauds ;  and,  secondly,  whether  it  was  or 
was  not  void  for  uncertainty. 

The  testatrix,  by  her  will,  directed  her  residuary 
personal  estate  to  be  divided  among  her  nephews  and 
nieces,  and  children  of  nephews  and  nieces  therein  men- 
tioned, except  as  to  her  nephew  John  Dialls  Inndl  and 

Charles 
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dories  ShibbSj  (who  was  the  same  person  as  Charla 
NoOoih  StubbSf)  and  her  nieces  Caroline  Ade  and  Sarah 
Cookes^  and  such  of  her  nephews  and  nieces  as  might  be 
entitled  to  any  beneficial  estate,  or  interest  in  her  free* 
hold  messuage  in  Uitle  Queen  Street^  and  leasehold  pre* 
mises  in  Maiden  Lane  under  the  devise  thereof,  whose 
shares  in  such  residuary  freehold  estate  she  directed  to 
be  one-half  of  the  amount  of  the  share  of  her  other 
nephews  and  nieces. 

darks  NcUoth  ShMs  took  no  beneficial  interest  in 
the  devise  of  the  freehold  and  leasehold  premises  in 
Liale  Queen  Street  and  Maiden  Lane;  and  the  third 
question  raised  upon  the  will  was,  whether  or  not  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  testatrix  to  include  Charles 
NoOoth  Stubbs  among  the  nephews  and  nieces  who,  by 
reason  of  their  taking  an  interest  in  the  devise  of  the 
freehold  and  leasehold  premises,  were  to  take  only  half 
the  shares  of  the  other  residuary  legatees. 

On  the  15th  of  October  1827,  the  testatrix  lent  to 
George  Fuller  the  sum  of  2000/.,  the  repayment  of 
which  was  secured  by  the  following  promissory  note:  — 
«  October  15th,  1827.  On  the  28th  of  Naoember  1834, 
we  promise  to  pay  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Ivesj  or  her  order,  the 
sum  of  20002.,  with  lawful  interest  at  the  rate  of  51.  per 
cent  per  annum,  which  interest  we  agree  to  pay  every 
six  months,  commencing  from  the  28th  of  November 
next  ensuing.  —  George  Thomas  and  Charles  Fuller** 

On  the  15th  of  May  1829,  the  testatrix,  by  a  codicil 
to  a  former  will  (the  will  and  codicil  being  both  of  them 
afterwards  revoked),  gave  this  sum  of  2000/.  to  Sarah 
Sargonf  for  her  own  use,  but  with  an  express  wish  and 
desire  that  she  should  appropriate  any  part  of  it  she 
might  deem  proper  for  the  advancement  or  benefit  of 

any 
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;'fi  wmon  or  atplwn^  gxginitgilcca 
f  «lie«ijgM  ihink'  fiBopcr.    Bat  aft^^itliit 

tWJrtfflt  inloned  tfa»  piMuaioiyiicle  «mI  imm¥^Wb 

Mtilltopiwi  vifa  .a  letter  (fated  tke  Tlli  off  ajKt  itiin 

IMt^  irijilw  fdlfasrii^  Mc^s  ~'' Tiie  HMlooqii  M«»  «r 

B9»«iaiid^>faBMfi«».kidepesdfeBt  of  her  imdbttid,  ifar  tl* 
W$Tbm,pmfoaft  of  omUing  Mts.  Sewyoit  teptciat^o 
0|JbMr:JMMnh  of  ny  fiunily  any  porlioii  lof  tlie  {MnMfMl 
tftiztfOOM  thMtoSr  os-the  said  Mrs.  flgrofciSifjiwri  tmf 
gnsi^r.iriio  moal  pwrodeot;  .and,  ia  iha  ofwa  oCi^ia 
d|ifittiM(-Mrs.&f^&irg9at  by  tkb  bei|a««|.I^ 
tMi^  4w|i09eQC!tbe  sai4  sum  of  MdML  and  is  I 
lyirHiilitr  daedf  to  tboie or eithter  braackai  btr^ 
^  MBf  ooftflider  moat  descmng  tbevMf*  •'fo 
)ilr^  iSfftarA  Sfrig^pn,  my  nieoey  to  haib  ihettiiaiaiaMii 
|^9II«  of  thft  iaid  sum  of  2000/f  dae  to  m^  by  ihli  il|ii<i 
H^^f  jMmd,  I  have  specialiy  iadorisd:tbe  mmm  mk0 
layour.  Signed  by  me,  this  7th  day  of  Sq}i0mbmr  AmU 
"  Witness,  G.  FuUer.  E.  IveM^ 

9t<t.'*  '.  *•  •'  '  '■  '» i   i«  ^ 

,#A4iWtl»  4Iuestion  in  the  oauaet  «vas^.iriMlM»iini 
<S«lfPfi.iiiraaeDtatiod  to  thia  pKVHiml«^rtiot4rfii»lHli  oali 
mf^  oc  whether  she  held  it  in  tvtta^;raiid#  »4aMi|  iril 
^^^o^gects.  If    4)    /i..     .'<!  .  'If  f^ 

^  Jhel^l  was  filed  fiir  tha  adminlstiwlioA  of  Jki  fa» 
^Itfflf^'&ii^iVOQaLastalahy  «0»iao£tho  lesidQar^  ii0N|lM 
gTi^ltcB.  j|epBBitfM»tivea  against  the  oxeoataar^lKitaMkt 
illBijtwi|t$Wj  «Ad  the  tat^Bu^xbf.  of  her  willatif|iiMi|% 
fik^am^iteiyyi  ai|d  &^ai^  hia  wfe^  who  was  Jha  trim 
h|HWMft.^|r  of ^ha.tatfatriJt»  George  JFtdkr^  MmMtm 
J3fi|tfipitt^spd  £dpar4  Zm  JPtitter^  ag^ioBt  other  rMdw^F 
Ifglfees,  and  against  other  parties  interested  under  the 
will  of  the  testatrix. 

.    On 
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' .  X3hiilHtol  pant»  iiwMoaomded  far  1 
MrngmyAatit  ya»  the  ckar  JatciitiMi  of  lb<( 

mjffkMlmmeimwloA  sIm  redded,  «>  Mm.  Avfi»f 
mA  dMl^  m  to  thoiodboto  of  whiob  tke 
wnm  iiMf prihle  from  the  eojoyaeH^  toeh  at^tbt 
ift^lW.oeUar  of  die  kimse,  she  was  ofaeolmd^kiittliM 
40.  Aem  I  BMmkU  ▼•  Jfttfictt.  (a)  The  tnwtett  iiMi 
'dimetedy  ^cr  the  decease  of  Stwai  Sm^gm  and  %mt 
hiiibaiidy  to  sell  and  dispose  of  ^  the  said  hcirsdilsawnrs 
and  pwaniBasj  or  sueh  part  thereof  over  whfeh  M 
appeinlaMit  hid  been  made,*'  for  the  benefit  of  tfM 

rJugitftis.  The  word  ^^premises*^  woiM  eotth 
I  die  snhjeets  of  the  gift  to  the  tnislees;  aad^^ 
fiNMMif '  V  nam  oonceded  that  the  fumitnre  and  ninea 
HJMi  ii*e  liable  Co  be  consumed,  and  probably  woaU 
bn^soanaiM  by  die  mere  enjoyment  of  die  temme  ftr 
Ufti^i'mmtt  capaUo  of  being  given  over,  the  residmn^ 

iMold  take  only  subject  to  die  lifii-kiteNst'ef 


For  the  residuary  legatees,  it  was  argued  that  ik&t€ 
«Bi^iMMAMhMrBdQn  of  trust  as  to  the  furniture  and  eAfeu ; 
As*llHiwittd^*heiediiattients,"of  and  in  which  akMie 
An  iMBleea  i««ie>to  Mnd  possessed  and  interested,  was 
sfiplicable  only  to  the  real  estate,  and  that  the  testabte 
■MMt  be  understood  to  have  used  diat  word  in  its  proper 
Mi  tiHiikul  aeoM;  that  the  word  ''premises'^  was 
m  that  part  of  die  dedaration  of  the  trusts 
I  the  sale  of  die  hereditameats,  and  'diat, 
e«liai#ilhe  testatrix  had  intended  to  give  die  ftmiltfre 
aii  sihus  togedier  with  the  copyhold  measoage  to 
UniigiiHiw  for  her  y^  with  a  power  of  appetoinent, 
tad'had  omitted  to  indode  diem  in  die  dedawrilon  of 

tmst^ 

(a)aJf«r.l95. 
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W?^       tntutt  iHAt  w«s  w  omission  wbiebi  in  dba  ahseaflt  of  any 


ppf itiv^  io^oatiQQ  of  9ich  an  intentioQ,  and  in  cpn- 
y        trfi^M^tion  to  the  ^press  language  of  the  will*  it  was 
J?A^T9^      impp^i^Q  fi)r  tl^a  Court*  upon  mere  conjeetuFe,  to 

Uppn  tb^  second  point  it  was  arguedf  for  Mrs. 
Sffrgpn^  an  b^iress  at  law  of  the  testatrix,  and  fov  the 
residiiary  legi^teesi  that  the  devise  of  the  freehold 
premises  in  Little  Qfieen  SUreff^  and  of  the  leasehold 
preII^ses  in  Maiden  Lane^  was  void  upon  two  grounds ; 
^r^ty  that  i%  Wfis  an  iniperftct  devise  amounting  only 
tsf  ^  declaration  of  intention  to  be  eon^pletfd  by  n 
future  testamentary  aqt,  unaccompanied  by  the  foiv* 
maUties  I'equired  by  the  statute  of  frauds;  secondlyf 
thilt,  even  if  tbfit  objection  did  not  applyf  it  was  void 
for  uncertainty^  tb^  objects  of  the  deyise  not  being  su& 
ficiently  defined*  In  support  of  the  first  otjfction 
Habergbam  v,  Vimqa  (a),  l^fise  v,  Qii^j/nglwme  (b\  and 
WhytaUy.  Kay  (c)  were  cited.  In  Haberghcm  v.  Vinsent 
the  testator  devised  freehold  estates  to  trustees  to  such 
V^  ^s  be  should  ded^re  by  any  deed  executed  in  the 
prei^epce  of  two  witqesses;  and  he  did*  accordingly^ 
es^ecute  a  deed,  attested  by  two  witnesses,  decUriqg  the 
trusts  of  this  devise.  The  deed  was  held  to  be  « tes- 
tamentary act,  and  void  with  respect  to  the  testator's 
freehold  estate,  not  being  executed  in  conformity  with 
the  statute  of  frauds.  In  Bo^  v.  Cmyn^hdme  a  tisa^h 
tor  attempted  to  reserve  to  himself  a  power  to  charge 
his  real  estate  with  legacies  given  by  any  testamentary 
instrqmeptt  whether  attested  or  others Wi  «nd  Sir  ffi^ 
If  am  Grant  held  in  this  case,  that  a  legacy,  ch(M^g<^ 
upon  real  estate,  given  by  an  unattei^ted  codicils  ^W 

TQid» 
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Toid,  dMngfiiBhing  it  from  a  general  ehaige  of  legacies  ^^^SlL, 
upon  real  estate  by  a  will  duly  attested,  in  which  case  ^^*^^^c'' 
It  has  been  determinedi  though  npon  a  principle  which  ,  Jy^,. 
has  nerer  been  approTed,  tliat  the  charge  will  include  basoov. 
legacies  given  by  an  unattested  codicil.  The  distinction 
taken  by  Sir  William  Grant  in  Bose  y.  Cunynghame 
was  applied  by  Sir  Join  Leaek  to  the  case  of  WhflaU 
V.  Kajfj  where  a  similar  attempt  was  made  by  the 
testator.  There,  as  here,  the  testator  attempted  to 
pass  an  interest  in  real  estate  by  a  declaration  to  be 
completed  by  a  future  testamentary  act,  unaccompanied 
with  the  ibrmriities  required  by  the  statute  of  frauds. 
If  this  devise  could  be  upheld,  it  would  follow,  that  the 
testatrix  might,  by  procuring  a  dissolution  of  the  partner- 
ship subsisting  at  the  time  of  the  devise,  and  constituting 
a  new  partnership  by  an  act,  in  its  effect  testamentary, 
make  a  parol  devise  of  her  real  estate ;  or  she  might,  if 
she  bad  dissolved  the  subsisting  partnership,  and  de- 
clined entering  into  another,  have  disposed  of  her  busi- 
ness by  auction,  making  the  disponees  or  highest  bidders 
the  devisees  of  her  real  estate,  and  substituting  the 
saoctSon  of  the  auctioneer's  hammer  for  the  solemnities 
required  by  the  statute  of  frauds.  And  this  led  to  the 
second  objection ;  for,  even  if  the  want  of  the  formalities 
required  by  the  statute  were  not  a  conclusive  objection 
to  the  validity  of  this  devise,  the  undefined  character 
of  the  persons  who  were  to  take  under  it,  as  well  as 
the  indefinite  nature  of  their  interest,  was  sufiicient  to 
Mider  it  void  for  uncertainty. 

On  the  other  side,  it  was  insisted  that  the  uncertainty 
of  the  person  or  persons  who  were  to  take  under  a 
Aevise  was  no  objection  to  its  validity,  provided  sudi 
person  or  persons  were  so  described  with  reference  to 
some  extrinsic  fact,  as  that  the  subject  of  the  devised 
coul^  be  ascertained  by  extrinsic  evidence  at  the  time 
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.r8ST«  ^when^e  deyise  was  to  take  effect;  Sand/wrdv.  JRmkeg.{a) 
"^^^^^  hi  the  present  case,  the  persoas  to  whom  the  testatrix 
had  disposed  of  her  business  had  been  ascertained  by 
the  Master's  report,  and  there  was  no  uncertainty,  there- 
fer6,  as  to  the  persons  in  whose  favour  the  devise  was 
faiteftded  to  take  effect.  As  to  the  objection  to  the  de« 
Tfse  on  the  ground  that  the  formalities  required  by  tbe 
statute  of  frauds  had  not  been  complied  with,  or  might 
be  evaded  by  it^  the  cases  cited  in  support  of  that  ob« 
jecdon  had  no  application.  In  those  cases  the  testators 
either  expressly,  or  by  necessary  implication,  reserved 
to  themselves  a  power  of  passing  an  interest  in  real 
estate  by  a  testamentary  act,  not  conforming  with  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  of  frauds.  Here  tbe  gift  of  tbe 
disponees  of  the  testatrix's  business  was  complete  in 
itself,  and  was  not  to  take  effect,  or  to  be  completed'  by 
any  act  of  a  testamentary  nature.  It  was  nothing  moi;t 
than  the  common  case  of  a  gift  to  a  class  of  persons 
who  should  fill  a  particular  character,  to  be  ascertained 
by  some  act  or  event,  extrinsic  to  the  will  indeed,  but 
in  no  degree  testamentary  within  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  of  frauds.  Thus  a  gift  to  the  person  who  should 
be  the  testator's  servants  at  the  time  of  his  deoease 
would  be  perfectly  good,  though  it  would  probably 
depend  in  a  great  degree  upon  the  acts  of  the  testator 
who  should  fill  that  character. 

On  the  third  point  it  was  not  disputed,  on  the  part  of 
those  residuary  devisees  who  took  no  beneficial  intereat 
in  the  testator's  freehold  messuage  in  LiMe  Queen  Street^ 
taiA  leasehold  premises  in  Maiden  Lane^  that  Charles 
Shdfbs  (the  same  person  as  Charles  NMoth  Stubis)  stooc^ 
ill  that  respect^  in  the  same  situation  as  ihemselvesi  tnd« 
if  not  eJBcdkided  on  any  other  ground  than  his  supposed 

interest 
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interest  in  tiiose  freehold  and  leasehold  inestiiages»  was       tM7. 
entitled  to  an  equal  share  with  themselves  in  the  t^ 
tatrix's  residaaiy  estate. 

.  .1 
On  the  fourth  point  it  was  contended  for  Mrs.  jS^ 
gOHy  that  she  was  entitled  absolutely  to  the  benefit  of 
the  promissory  note.    It  had  been  established  by  many 
decisions,  that  a  gift,  coupled  with  an  intimation  of  the 
motive  for  the  gift,  or  of  the  purpose  to  which  the  donet 
might  i^ply  it»  expressed  in  language  not  sufficiently 
Imperative  or  definite  to  be  considered  as  a  testamentary 
disposition,  did  not  raise  a  trust.  In  Ctniis  v.  Rippon  [a)^ 
the  testator  gave  all  his  property  to  his  wife,  trusting 
that  she  woold  use  it  for  the  spiritual  and  temporal  good 
of  herself  and  children,  remembering  always  the  chujpch 
and  poor ;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  wife  took  absolutely. 
lar  Sale  v.  Moore  (6),  it  was  held  that  the  words  *^  rtr* 
commending  and  not  doubting,"  did  not  raise  a  trust; 
and  the  Vice-Chancellor,  in  that  case,  observed  that 
^*  the  first  case,  which  construed  words  of  recommend^ 
ation  into  a  command,  made  a  will  for  the.  testatot^ 
snd  ihftt  the  current  of  decisions  had  of  late. years 
been  against  converting    the  legatee  into  a  trustees 
Meredith  v.  Heneage  (c),  which  was  affirmed  upon  ap» 
peal  by  the  House  of  Lords»  was  an  authority  to  the 
same  efiect:  there  the  testator  gave  his  estates  to  his 
wife  in  fee,  unfettered  and  unlimited,  in  full  coniSdence 
that,  in  her  filture  disposition  thereof,  she  would  ^dis- 
finguitih  the  heirs  of  his  late  father  by  devising  the 
whole  of  his  estate,  to  such  of  his  father's  heirs  as 
she  might  think  best  deserved  her  prefereMej  and 
il'«w«s  held  -that  no  trust  was  created  by. this  devisee 
Ib'these  cases  the  expressions  of  trust»  recoiaa[ienc|Btb% 

oonfidmse^ 

(ei)  5  Mad.  434  •  (c)  1  Sim,  54S. 

{(f)  1  5m.  540. 
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^^^^  confidence,  were  much  stronger  than  the  words  in  the 
fff^i(^  present  case,  the  gift  being  to  **  Mrs.  Sargon  for  her 
sole  use  and  benefit,  independent  oF  her  husband,  for 
the  express  purpose  of  enabling  her  to  present  either 
branch  of  her  family  any  portion  of  the  principal  and 
interest  as  she  might  consider  most  prudenf  In  the 
concluding  sentence  of  the  letter,  which  must  be  consi- 
dered as  explanatory  of  any  ambiguity  in  the  previous 
part  of  it,  the  words  were  "  to  enable  Mrs.  Sargon  to 
have  the  sole  use  and  power  of  the  said  sum  of  2000/., 
due  to  me  by  the  inclosed  note  of  hand,  I  have  spe- 
cially indorsed  the  same  in  her  favour.''  In  Benson  v. 
Whittam  (a),  the  testator  gave  his  dividends  in  the  bank, 
subject  to  the  payment  of  certain  annuities,  to  ^.,  to  en- 
able him  to  assist  such  of  the  children  of  F.  as  he 
should  find  deserving  of  encouragement;  and  it  was 
held  that  no  trust  was  created  for  the  children  of  F.j 
but  that  A*  took  absolutely.  In  the  present  case,  also, 
the  note  being  'specially  indorsed,  the  legal  interest 
passed  to  Mrs.  Sargon. 

For  the  residuary  legatees,  it  was  insisted  that  the 
words  of  the  letter  clearly  raised  a  trust  for  some  branch 
of  Mrs.  Sargoris  family,  and  that  the  objects  of  the  trust 
were  not  sufficiently  defined  to  enable  the  Court  to  ex- 
ecute it  If  the  effect  of  the  indorsement  was,  as  it  was 
contended,  to  pass  the  legal  as  well  as  the  beneficial 
interest  in  the  note  to  Mrs.  Sargon,  her  husband  woald 
be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  it;  but  Mrs.  Ives  had  ex- 
pressly given  it  to  her  for  <*  her  sole  use  and  benefit, 
independent  of  her  husband.**  The  power,  given  to 
Mrs.  Sargon  to  dispose  of  it  by  deed  or  will,  was  wholly 
ificonsistent  with  an  intention  to  give  her  the  absolute 
interest  The  words  *^  sole  use  and  benefit  '*  were  con- 
trolled 
(a)  5  Sim,  32. 
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trolled  by  the  subsequent  expression,  which  gare  her  Ar  l9ft«f 

discretionary  power,  either  to  give  the  note  or  any  part  ^&^J^ 

of  the  principal  or  interest  to  the  undefined  objects  ««, 

mentioned  in  the  letter,  or  to  dispose  of  it  by  deed  or  ^^MM^. 
will  in  favour  of  the  same  objects. 

Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  Walkers  for  the  Pbiintifis* 

Sir  Charles  WeOiereU  and  Mr.  Kinderdey^  for  Mr, 
and  Mrs.  Sargon. 

Mr.  Tinneifi  Mr.  Temple^  Mr,  Sogers^  MtiLmUi  Mr* 
SUnion^  Mr.  Parker^  Mr.  Tandyn^  Mr.  Qriffiih  Bichards, 
Mr.  Teed^  Mr.  fV.  C.  L*  Keene^  Mr.  James  Butsell^  and 
Mr.  BetAellj  for  the  other  Defendanuu 


IHe  Masteb  qfthe  Rolls.  Aug,  7. 

In  this  case,  certain  questions  arising  tipon  the  con- 
struction of  the  will  of  Elizabeth  Ivesj  and  ft  question 
upon  the  right  to  a  sum  of  2000/.  due  from  Messrs. 
Fuller  upon  a  prombsory  note,  dated  the  15th  of  October 
1827,  were  reserved  at  the  hearing. 

The  first  question  is,  what,  if  any,  beneficial  interest 
in  the  furniture  and  effects  of  the  testatrix  in  the  house, 
where  she  principally  resided,  passed  to  the  Defendant 
Mrs.  Sargon^  under  the  first  clause  in  the  will ;  and  I 
think  that  no  such  beneficial  interest  did  pass. 

The  testatrix,  although  she  gave  the  house,  and  the 
furniture  and  efiects  therein,  and  certain  cottages,  to 
her  trustees  on  trust,  has  omitted,  in  the  statement  of 
the  trusts,  to  take  any  notice  of  the  furniture  and  effects, 
and  has  employed  words  which  appear  to  me  to  be  onlj" 
applicable  to  the  real  estate  comprised  in  the  devise ; 
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Utt.       a^d  I  ||I0»  therefore,  of  opbioD)  that  the  legacy  of  the 
^^■^■^    faniittire  and  effects  does  not  take  e£kct»  became  there 
f.  iaoD  trust  dsdaaed  of  them. 

.tiThe  Beset  qoestion  under  Ae  wiU  is,  whether  the 
ultimate  gift  of  the  freehdd  and  leasehold  property  on 
whicii  tiie  business  of  the  testatrix  was  carried  on  is 
void  uoder  the  statute  of  frauds,  or  for  uncertainty,  as 
tO' either  the  freehold  or  leasehold  comprised  therein. 

The  testatrix,  Mrs.  Ivesj  at  the  date  of  her  will, 
carried  on  the  trade  of  a  varnish  and  colour  maker  in 
o»*partnershq>  with  John  DiaUs  Irmettj  Charles  NoOoih^ 
SiMSf  Samuel  Stlwr^  and  Thomas  Cookes.  She  was 
eocitled  to  the  property  on  which  the  business  was 
carried  on,  and  to  the  capital  engaged  in  it.  She  was 
interested  in  the  profii  and  loss  to  the  amount  of  lihree 
fourths  of  the  whole^  her  partners  being  interested  in 
the  remaining  fourth,  in  equal  shares,  and  by  her 
will  she  devised  as  follows.  (His  Lordship  read  tlie 
dbvisei) 

The  question  arises  upon  the  last  dause^  <<  ttnd  frdnii 
and  after  her  decease,"  [the  decease  of  the  tescsirlxj^  ' 
sister  Mary  JnneUy'l  **  in  trust  to  dispose  and  divide  the^ 
same  unto  and  amongst  my  partners,  who  shall  be>  In* 
co-partnership  with  me  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  or  tbf 
whom  I  may  have  disposed  of  my  business,  in  sochi 
duires  and  proportions  as  my  trustees  shall  think  fib  or 
deem  advisable  ;**  and  it  is  objected  to  this  devise^ ^.^  .<  • 

First,  that  it  is  imperfect,  as  not  designating  the  de- 
visees, and  leaving  them  to  be  constituted  afterwards 
by  seme  act  of  the  testatrix  herself,  requirmg  none 
gS  the*  solemnities  rendered  necessary  by  the  statute 

of 
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oCfraiidfli':  !nieidefk€esv  aocording.la  dieirftovdi^  irdmc 

totbdJthe^pBKtqcn  of.Ihe  testatvlx-flt -tlie (tone oft ibisl 

decease,  or  the  persons  to  whonL  Ae^ni^nii  faavg  cfe^i 

posed  of  her  business ;  and  as  persons  might  be  such 

pailden'or  diqiotees  bf  adbsnof 'itlia- li^tataut,  <l({he 

wilkoat  formaliiriry  it  was  aigncd  tlial  the  deFis^^witbi 

veid«    I  think  that  this  objection  eanaotibe  sodtuicdiif 

a  naiif  though  not  married  when  he  nnkes  his^vMlf^timff 

devise  to  sneh  persons  as  shall  be  bis  children' at t(dicM 

time  of  his  death.    And  if  the  description  be  such  as  to 

distinguish  the  devisee  from  every  other  person,  it  scteliis 

sufficient  without  entering  into  the  oonsideitttion  b£ithe> 

qaestion,  whelher  tbe  description  ^as  acqpucedi'bjr'^faK^ 

doriseei  after  the^date  of  the  will,  or  by  th^'iastatbri^. 

oBB^aelinithd  ovdinary  course  of  his  afiairs,  ^rtinltbe^ 

managatnent  of  his  property,  and  I  thmk  that  a  deviar) 

U»«iidi  peraoD  aa  may  be  the  testator's  pstrtnenai'Or'diei 

di^)(lBees*of  his  business  may  be  good*  r  .n  -i 

.    I     .  .    .■    Hf) 

jlEhe  othcf.  objection,  is,  that,  even  if  snob  a  jdevU^/ 

may  be  sustained,  as  not  infringing  the  provisipsaiaA^ 

the  statute  of  frauds,  the  devise  is  void  for  uncertainty; 

andlbr.  the  purpose  of  considering  this  objeotfon^' l^e 

most  loi9k  at  the  facU*    The  will  was  dated  the  1  lib  Hdr 

Sepkmber  ISftfi,  and  the  Master  by  his  report' &id%' 

^'ilThat  ificfep  the  death  of  the  said  John  Ldalls  /nnd^ 

wfaicb  happened  on  or  about  die  6th  day  of  fEaiatqtpt 

IBSS,  and  up  to  the  let  day  Jprit  1883,  the  tiade«idP/ 

business  of  a  vamish  or  colour  maker  hereinhafaDt 

mentioned,  was  darried  on  by  the  lestatrix  ini  {ftartnai^li 

ship  with  the  Defendants,  Charles  NoUoth  StubbSf  Samuel 

SikeTf'Bnd  Thomas  Coolces^  in  the  shares  and  p»>p6r- 

tiins,  and  under  the  circumstance^  and  Im  maoneD 

baieinbefore  mentioned.    And  that,- 1  at  the  idatei  oCal^d 

testatnk's  will  in  the  pleadings  mentioned^  nameljr^  o^ 

\  or 
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1897<       car  befoire  the  llth  day  of  September  18S3»  and  to  tke 
tiae  of  the  death  of  the  said  John  Diatts  Innell  hereiil-i'' 
before  mentioned,  hey  the  said  John  Dialh  IntieUy  w«s  ft 
^^^^>     partner,  and  jomtly  entitled  to  or  interested  in  the  said 
tcade  or  business  with  the  said  testatrix,  and  the  said 
GharleB  NMoth  StM$^  Samuel  Silver^  and  Thomas  Cookes, . 
in  the  same  proportionate  share  as  the  three  last-named 
Defendants ;  and  that,  on  and  from  the  1st  day  of  jfyril 
1838,  when  the  said  partnership  between  the  testatrix 
and  the  smd  Charles  NoUoth  ShMs,  Samuel  SOoer^  and 
nomas  Cookes  was  dissolved,  aa  hereinbefore  men- 
tioned, and  up  to  the  time  of  the  decease  of  the  Ie8«* 
tatrix,  the  said  trade  or  business  was  continued  and 
carried  on  by  or  in  the  names  of  the  said  Deftndants, 
Samuel  Silver  and  TTtomas  OookeSf  and  die  said  Ann 
Abigail  Innell  and  John  Ives,  in  partneit^ip  tqgether^ 
and  that  such  last-named  parties  werei  from  the  let 
day  of  April  1838,  interested  therein  in  equal  thares 
and  proportions ;  and  that,  on  the  1st  day  of  April 
1833,  or  between  that  time  and  the  17th  day  bf  A^frU 
1833,  (the  day  of  the  death  of  the  testatrix,)  she^  tke 
testatrix,  m  manner  and  under  the  circumstances  hereitw 
before  mentioned,  disposed  of  the  said  trade  or  huA* 
ness,  or  of  her  share  or  interest  therein,  to  or  in  &vanr 
of  the  said  Samuel  Silver^  Thomas  Cookes,  Ann  Abigail 
Innell,  and  John  Ives  ;  and  that  the  said  Samud  Slher^ 
Thomas  Cookes,  Ann  Abigail  Innetl^  and  John  Ives  wers^ 
from  the  Istday  of  4p^''  1833,  and  up  to  the  time  of 
the  death  of  the  testatrix,  entitled  to  and  interested  in 
the  capital  and  stock  employed  in  such  trade  or  busi^ 
ness,  and  in  the  debts  belonging,  du^  or  owing  thereto^ 
accrued  on  and  subsequently  to  the  1st  day  of  April 
1833,  exc^t  so  &r  as  the  said  Samud  Silver,  Thoinas 
O)oke8,  Ann  Abigail  InneU,  and  John  Ives  became  ao- 
oounting  parties  as  debtors  to  the  testatrix,  or  her  estaieb 
in  respect  of  such  part  of  the  stock  in  trade  of  the  then 

late 
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bte  partficnbip  or  of  the  testatrix,  as  the  last^iamed       Isi^tJ 
parties  possessed  or  retained  beyond  the  amount  or     ^^i^x^ 
tahie  of  1000/.  as  hereinbefore  m^otioned/'  9: 

The  result  is,  that  the  testatrix  had  no  partners  fai 
her  business  at  the  time  of  her  death ;  but  that,  at  that 
time,  she  had  disposed  of  her  business,  and  the  persons, 
to  whom  she  had  disposed  of  it,  were  Samuel  Silver^ 
Jhnnas  Cbokes,  Ann  Abigail  Innellj  and  John  Ives.  And 
I  think  that  these  are  the  persons  amongst  whom  the 
trustees  are  to  divide  the  property  in  such  shares  as 
they  may  deem  advisable. 

The  diird  and  last  remaining  question  under  the  will  is, 
whkther  ChaHes  Nolloth  Stubbsj  one  of  her  nephews,  is 
to  have  one  sixteenth,  or  only  half  of  one  sixteenth 
Aare  of  tlie  resMuary  personal  estate.  By  her  will,  the 
tsstatHx  expresses  herself  as  follows  c  —  *<  I  give  and 
bequeath  all  my  ready  money  and  securities  for  money, 
goods,  chattels,  personal  estate,  and  effects,  whatsoever 
sdd  wheresoever,  not  hereinbefore  specifically  or  others 
wise  disposed  of,  unto  the  said  executors  and  executrix, 
tfieir  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon  trust 
with  all  convenient  speed  after  my  decease,  as  to  the 
srid  ekeoutors  and  executrix,  or  the  survivor  of  them, 
or  the  ^cecutors,  administrators,  and  assigns  of  such 
survivor  Aali  seem  proper  or  most  advantageous,  to  sell, 
dispose  of,  collect,  recover,  receive,  get  in,  and  convert 
the  whole  thereof  into  ready  money ;  and  out  of  the 
monies  arising  from  such  sale,  receipt,  and  conversion, 
to  pay  all  my  just  debts  and  the  expense  of  proving  this 
my  trill  and  legacies,  and  sums  hereinbefore  bequeathed, 
and  to  stand  possessed  of  and  interested  in  the  residue 
or  surplus  of  the  monies  arising  from  such  sale^  receipt, 
and  conversion  as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  and  which 
shall  remain  after,  and  not  be  applied  for  any  of  the 

purposes 


SfftBW 
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IBBQ^J       pMposes  aforesaidi  in  trust  for  such  of  the  dlildren 
of  my  two  brothers,  John  Stubbs,  deceased,  and  So6eri 
Stubbsj  deceased,    and    my  said   sister  Mary  ImneUi 
(other  than  and  except  my  nephew  John  Siubbsy  the  son 
of  my  said  brother  John  StMSf  deoeased,  and  except 
George  SitMs  and  SMert  SttibbSf  sons  of  tny  bMCMff 
Bobert  Stubbs^  deceased,)  and  the  children  of  my  said 
il^heWB,  Jhhn  Siubbsj  George  StMs^  and  Robert  StMs^ 
as  shall  be  living  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  and  fhtf 
issue  of  such  of  the  same  children,  including  the  issue 
of  the  said  John  Stubbs  and  George  Stubbs^  as  shall  be 
then  dead,  or  as  to  the  issue  of  my  said  nephews  Jihn 
Stnbbs  and  George  Stubbsj  as  if  my  said  neptiiews  ImA 
not  been  personally  excluded,  but  were  then  res^tl^ely 
deceased,  and  for  their  respective  execvrtfors^  adthitiiJ 
strators,  and  assigns,  to  be  divided  between  {hem,  if 
more  than  one^  so  and  in  such  manner  as  tbAf^yfttay' 
take  their  respective  shares  as  tenants  in  common,  tat^ 
cept  as  to  my  nephew,  the  said  John  Dialh  InneU^  and 
Charles  Stubbs^  and  Caroline  Ade  the  wife  of'&is^ 
Siboer^  and  Sarah  Cookes^  the  wife  of  Th&mas  Okn^^  mS: 
such  of  my  nephews  as  may  be  entided  to  any  beneficial 
estate  or  interest  in  my  said  freehold  messuilge'cr 
tenement  in  Queen  Street,  Lincoln  Inm  Fiddsi  aUd  Inie- 
hold  premises  in  Maiden  Lane,  under  the  devise  thereof^ 
hereinbefore  contained,  whose  shares  in  such  residuary 
personid  estate  I  direct  to  be  one  half  of  the  aiaoiHl'f  of 
the  shares  of  my  other  nephews  and  niece^/'    £SaiSm 
NoUoth  ShMs  is,  by  the  name  of  Charles  Stul»bs9M^br\ 
eluded  from  more  than  one  half  of  the  shares  of  other 
nephews  and  nieces ;  but  the  words  of  the  testatrix  are 
such  as  to  shew,  that  she  intended  to  exlude  only  those 
who  took  beneficial  interests  in  the  freehold  and  lease- 
hold property  in  Queen  Street  and  Maiden  Lane.   Charles 
was  not  one  of  those,  and  it  appears  to  me  that  this  is 
a  case  in  which,  to  give  effect  to  the  plain  intention,  the 

word 
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word  ff-^axAV  «iay  b«  read  as  <*  or'^  ia  the  exoq|>tiaA;t       16884 

i|9d<  tf  Ibb  be  donei  Charln  wUl  be  enlMed  to  ^ope'aixh 

^r^Qftit  . .  \^    .    -.       , 

p..    .  ■  .  ■  •  • 

J'  Tbe  lA8t  qiiesdon  in  the  cmise  i^ales  to  the  £0(K)/i»> 

pii](aU6  on  tbe  promissory  note  of  Messrs*  JMkt\       .  > 

^.  [His  Lordship  stated  the  &ct9  as  to  the  promisaoiry 
Mle^  and  read  the  letter  dated  the  7th  of  Sepiembetf 
18SS.] 

Upon  the  construction  of  this  letter,  I  am  of  opinion 
ifeflii  the  paromissory  note  was  not  indorsed  and  delivered 
tp  Jdx9m'i^a^Qn9^BA  a  free  gift  for  her  own  personal  uset 
bi|(!.$>i4 1]^. purpose  of  the  money,  secured  by  it,  being, 
^PQSi^  Qf,by-Mrs*&irgon  to  such  parts  or  membera 
<^,tl^^tffitalariK'a  family  as  were  intended  to  be  thereby 
dptpgnaled^.. 

Ihu.  .      '  ' 

\  vUdifortunately  the  letter  is  so  expressed,  that  tixei 
<AQect8  cannot,  from  the  words  of  it,  be  ascertained  > 
4ailAbinkiii94he  trust  too  indefinite  for  the  Court  to.  e^t 
^pon,  JiWaoi  ^piflion  that  the  2000/.  must  be  treated 
BSifBoet  ^of  the  testatrix's  personal  estate. 

,!'••'       •  

(•'This  decision  was  appealed  from  on  the  first,  second, i 
and  ^iirth  pomts,  and  affirmed,  upon  each  of  tho»^ 
p^ts,  by  the  Lord  Gfaancellor. 
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1898.  HARCOURT  r.  MORGAN. 

March  20, 91. 

A  testator        VyHARLES  HARCOURT,  by  hU  will,  dated  Ihe 

Sd^ilf -ff'the     .       ^^*  ^^  ^^^'^  ^^^^'  8*^^  ^^  bequeathed  to  his 

amount  of  the  friendsi  Sir  John  Carry  and  James  Morgan^  their  ex- 

for'iooo/.;^  ecutorsi  administrators,  and  assigns,  all  his  leasehold  and 

when  they  personal  property,  bonds,  bills,  goods,  and  chattels,  to 

clpal  money  ^^^^  ^^  se^m^  upon  trust  to  pay,  out  of  the  rents  of 

paid  to  them,  ^j,^  leasehold  premises,  the  annuities  in  the  will  men- 
theythento       .        ,  ,  ,  .   j         r    i 

give  their  tioned ;  and  upon  trust  to  pay  the  remamdar  of  the 

the  »im  oi  '®>^^t  interest,  dividends,  and  produce  of  the  trust  fundib 

50/.,  and  also  towards  the  maintenance  and  education  of  his  son^ 

Sd  mother  Charles  Harcourt,  tUl  he  should  atUin  the  age  of  tw«nty^ 

the  sum  of  gy^  years ;  and  upon  his  attaining  the  age  of  twenty^^YO 

arising  from  years,  to  pay,  assign,  and  transfer,  all  the  leasehold  and 

^^Im-!?**!!  personal  property,  subject  to  the  said  annuities,  to  his 

W.  H.  and  3on,  Charles  Harcourty  his  executors,  admioistrator^i  and 

©ftit^d^  Uie  ****g^*'    -A.nd  the  testator  appointed  Sir  John  Catr  and 

interest  ac-       James  Morgan,  his  executors. 

crued  due 

upon  the  bond 

in  the  lifetime      By  a  codicil,  dated  on  the  same  day  as  the  wii],  the 

tator,  as  well    testator,  after  giving  certain  annuities  and  specific  legar 

as  to  the  cies,  proceeded  as  follows  :—•**!  give  and  bequeath  to 

my  good  friends,  William  Hall  and  his  sister  Martha 

HaUf  in  equal  shares,  the  amount  of  the  bond  I  hold 

from  Sir  James  Hoare,  Bart.,  for  1000/.  (the  bond  i$ 

now  in  the  hands  of  Messrs.  Jones,  UUyd,  and  Cof 

Lothbwy),  when  they  get  the  principal  money  paid  to 

.      them,  they  then  to  give  their  unde^  Mr.  John  Burt,  the 

sum  of  50/.,  and  also  their  father  and  mother  SOU  eacjb, 

arising  from  the  bond  of  Sir  Joseph  Hoare^  Bart* ;  aU 

that  remains  after  the  above  sums  are  paid,  in  the  event 

of  the  decease  of  my  son,  Charles  Hareourt,  before  he 

attains 
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attams  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  I  give  to  my  ex-       )#SA> 
ecutors,  and  the  daughters  of  George  Oakley^  to  be     jjjj^j^^ 
divided  equally  between  them.  «• 

I 
The  question  was,  whether,  under  the  bequest  of  the     . 

amount  of  the  bond  given  by  the  codicil,  the  legatees 
were  entitled  to  the  interest  which  had  accrued  due  in 
the  testator^s  lifetime  upon  the  bond,  as  well  as  to  the 
principal ;  and  the  case  stood  over  for  the  purpose  of 
affording  an  opportunity  to  counsel  to  produce  au- 
thorities upon  the  point. 

Mr.  JQnderslei/i  on  the  following  day,  mentioned 
Stoib^rU  V.  Kuffin  (a),  where  Lord  Hardmcke  held  that 
a  gift  tit  2001.9  secured  by  a  mortgage,  passed  the  prin- 
cipal only;  and  observed  that  if  a  man  gives  SOO/.  due 
upon  a  bond  by  his  will,  this  does  not  carry  the  interest 
incurred  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  because  it  is  quite 
doubtful  what  it  might  amount  to,  from  the  uncertainty 
the  time  die  testator  might  live  after  making  his  will. 

Mr.  Pemberton  cited  Hawley  v.  Cutis  (b)f  where  a 
question  was  raised  upon  the  following  bequest:  **I 
give^.  iOOL  in  money,  which  he  oweth  me  upon  bond;" 
and  there  being  an  arrear  of  interest  to  the  amount  of 
20/.  at  the  date  of  the  will,  the  Court  held  that  A.  was 
entitled  only  to  the  principal ;  but  it  was  at  the  same 
time  agreed  that,  if  the  words  had  been,  **  I  give  A. 
the  debt  of  300/.  which  he  oweth  me,"  that  would  have 
carried  the  Interest  as  an  appendant  to  the  debt 

Ultf  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  the  legatees  were     Mh^  si. 
entitled  to  the  arrear  of  interest  upon  the  bond,  as  well 
as  to  the  principal. 

(a)  %Ati.llS.  {b)  9  JP^^em 9S« 


US 
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Feb.  1»  9. 
March  96* 


MCDONALD  V.  BRYCE. 


inOBERT  SHAWE,  by  his  wUI,  dated  the  20th  of 
-^^  March  1802,  after  giving  legacies  to  the  daughters 
of  Ijtms  M^Pherson  therein  named,  disposed  of  the  * 
residue  of  his  property,  which  consisted  wholly  of  per- 
sonalty, in  the  following  words :  —  ^'  The  residue  of  nay 
property  I  will  and  bequeath  unto  Robert  Shawe^  the 
eldest  son  of  the  aforementioned  Peter  Shawe^  for  his 
sole  use  and  benefit,  upon  the  said  Robert  Shaioe  his 
male^hildren  <^oming  of  age;  failing  him,  to  the  next  male  child, 
o£P.S,,to  procreate  of  the  body  of  the  aforesaid  Peter  Shawe* 
1^  in  the    ^"^  lawfully  begotten,  who  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty « 


A  testator 
^Te  the  re* 
ridue  of  hit 
property  to 
Jt.  S^  the 
eldest  son  of 
P.  S.;  and 
failing  him,  to 
the  next  and 
other  sons  in 
succession  of 
P.  5.;  and, 


nam< 


residuary 
clause.    And 
he  directed 
his  executors 
to  apply  the 
dividends  of 
of  his  resi- 
duary pro- 
perty to  the 
maintenance 


one  years ;  failing  the  male  children  of  the  said  Peter 
Skawe^  lawfully  begotten,  to  the  aforementioned  legatees 
and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them  in  equal  propor- 
tions, viz.,  Misses  Ann^  Margaret,  and  Elizabeth  M^Pher^ 
son,  and  Mrs.  Christy  Grant,  Mrs.  Isabella  McDonald, 
Mrs.  Mary  McDonald,  and  Mrs*  Anny  McLean,  all 
(iriL  A.  during  daughters  of  the  aforementioned  Lewis  M^Pherson,  Esq., 
*■'•  ""•"2"*y»  of  Dalraddy,  North  Britain,-  their  respective  shares  to 
other  sons  in  be  at  their  free  will  and  disposal.  And  whereas  the 
P.^5!k  wie^  aforesaid  Robert  Shawe,  the  residuary  legatee  named  by 
ofthe  death  of  this  will,  is  now  under  age,  I  do  constitute  and  appoint 
attaining^he  ""y  executors  Francis  Duncan  and  Alexander  Bryce^ 
age  of  twenty-  and  the  survivor  of  them,  guardians  and  guardian  of 

R.  S.  sur-  ^b®  ^^^  chU^  during  his  minority  ;  and  my  will  is  and 
vived  the  tes-  ]  ^q 

tator,  and  died 
an  in&ot,  and  P.  S.^  who  was  far  advanced  in  years,  had  no  other  son. 

The  period  allowed  by  the  statute  for  the  accumulation  of  the  income  of  the 
residue  having  expired,  it  was  held  that  the  next  of  kin,  and  not  the  rtaduary 
1 ^^  ^^^  entitled  to  the  income  of  the  residue,  untilthe  contingency  upon 


which  the  residue  was 
named  io  the  residuary 


nven,  either  to  a  male  child  of  P.  5.  or  to  the  legatees 
lause,  should  be  determined* 


The  testator  died  on  the  11th  of  Jpril  1812,  leaving 
the  Plaintiffs  Isabella  McDonald,  Ann  M^Lean^  Ann 
M*Piersonj  Margaret  M^Phersony  Elizabeth  Anderson 
(in  the  will  named  Elizabeth  M^Pherson^  spinster),  to- 
gether with  Christy  Grant  and  Mary  M^Donaldj  alt 
daughters  of  Lewis  M^Pherson^  named  in  the  residuary 
clause,  surviving  him;  and  his  will  was  proved  6y 
Alexander  Bryce  alone,  Francis  Duncan^  the  other  ex* 
ecutor,  having  renounced  probate  thereof. 

Hobert  Shawe^  the  son  of  Peter  Shawe,  in  the  will 

named,  died  in  the  month  of  August  1814,  being  then 

an^infailt  of  the  age  of  nine  years.    Peter  Shatoe  had  no 

^t^er  child,  and  both  he  and  his  wifis  were  of  a  very 

•  advaiioed  age* 

Vol.  IL  V  The 
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I  do  heteby  direct  that  they  do  apply  the  dividends 
arising  from  tlie  property  belonging  to  me,  which  may 
remain  after  paying  the  different  legacies  and  setting 
apart  a  sufficient  sum  for  the  payment  of  the  annuities 
hereinbefore  bequeathed  with  my  funeral  expenses  (my 
debts  being  all  paid),  to  the  maintena^ice,^  e^^c^bn^ 
and  benefit  of  the  said  child,  as  they  shall  judg^iMst 
advantageous  for  him ;  and,  in  the  event  of  his  death 
before  his  reaching  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  I  do 
also  constitute  and  appoint  the  soiA  Francis  Duncan  and 
Alexander  Bryce^  and  the  survivors  of  them,  to  be 
guardians  and  guardian  to  the  male  child  lawfully  be- 
gotten of  the  aforesaid  Peter  Shawe,  who  may  succeed 
according  to  the  before-recited  disposition  in  this  my 
said  last  will  and  testament,  with  power  to  the  said 
Francis  Duncan  and  Alexander  Bryce^  and  survivors  of 
them,  or  guardians  and  guardian,  to  apply  the  dividends 
aforesaid  to  the  purposes  above-mentioned^" 
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l^Sa*  The  bill  was  filed  by  the  Plaintiffii  against  the  ex* 

ecatoTy  and  the  respective  personal   representatives  oC 
Christy  Grant  and  Mary  McDonald,  who  both  survived 
the  testator ;  and  it  prayed  that  the  residue  of  the  per^ 
sonal  estate  of  the  testator  and  of  the  accuniulatkni» 
thereof  might  be  ascertained  and  declared;  and  that  it 
might  be  declared,  that  in  default  of  any  male  issue  of 
Peter  Shawe  lawfully  begotten,  who  should  live  to  attain 
the  i^e  of  twenty-one  years,  the  Plaintifi,  as  the  sur«» 
vrving  legatees  of  the  residue)  were  entitled  thereto  in 
equal  shares,  and  that,  in  the  meantime,  and  until  any 
male  child  oi  Peter  SAawe  should  be  bom,  the  Plakitifi 
were  entitled  to  have  the  dividends,  interest,  and  produce 
of  the  residue  paid  and  applied  to  their  use  and  benefit* 
And  that,  as  soon  as  it  should  be  ascertained  that  there 
oouk)  be  no  person  entitled  to  the  residue^  as  a  male 
child  o{  Peter  Shawe,  lawfiilly  begotten,  the  whole  of  the 
residue,  and  the  accumulations  thereof  might  be  paid  to 
and  divided  among  the  Plaintifis  in  equal  shares. 

The  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  living  at  his  death,  ^ 
or  their  representatives,  were  brought  before  the  Court 
by  a  supplemental  bill. 

The  question  in  the  cause  was,  whether  the  income 
of  the  testator's  residuary  estate,  and  of  the  accumula* 
tions,  from  the  time  at  which  accumulation  was  made 
void  by  the  statute  until  the  contingency  should  be  deter- 
mined, belonged  to  the  legatees  named  in  the  residuary 
clause,  or  to  the  next  of  kin. 

Mr.  Pembertm  and  Mr.  Stuart  for  the  Plaintifis. 

The  testator  has  created,  or  attempted  to  create  • 
trust  for  accumulation,  until  the  contingent  event  shdt 
happen  on  which  the  testator's  residuary  property  is  to 
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go,  either  to  a  male  child  of  Peter  Shawe,  or  to  the  lega- 
teieg  named  in  the  residaary  clause ;  and  the  qnestkm'  i$, 
to  whom  the  income  of  that  residuary  property  belongs, 
ftbm  the  period  at  which  the  tmst  fer  accanmlation  in 
m«d^  void  by  the  statute  of  59  &  40  O.  S.  c.  9B.  The 
statute  prevents  an  aocnmulation  of  interest  dtfring*  th6 
minority  of  an  unborn  child,  and  the  excess  6t  accu^* 
mulatioD,  prohibited  by  the  statute,  forms  part  of  thd 
residue  s  Hakt/  v.  Bannister,  {a)  The  next  of  kin 
claim  upon  the  supposition  that  the  statute  has  made 
the  residuary  gift  void ;  but  all  that  the  statute  has  done, 
is  to  make  the  trust  fer  accumulation  void  for  the  excess, 
and  not  the  residuary  gift.  The  residuary  gift  subsists 
after  the  trust  for  accumulation  ceases  \  and  the  statute 
profides  that  the  income  shall  go  to  those  persons  ^hd 
would  have  been  entitled  to  receive  it,  if  there  had  been 
ito  trust  fer  accumulation.  The  law  has  said,  that  ac* 
i^umuifltion  shall  cease  after  the  lapse  of  twenty-one 
years  from  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  that  the  resi-* 
duary  legatees  shall  not  take  the  income  after  that  time 
ill  the  form  of  accumulation  ;  but  it  leaves  the  residuary 
gift  untouched,  and  the  residuary  legatees  are  the  per- 
sons to  whom  the  income  would  go,  if  the  trust  for 
accumulation  were  struck  out,  as  the  statute  requires* 
Ih  this  case^  the  gift  is  to  a  son  of  Peter  Shtme^  who 
shall  five  to  attain  twenty-one,  and  failing  male  children 
of  Peter  Shawe^  to  the  legatees  named  in  the  residuary 
clause,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them.  By 
the  bill,  the  Plaintiffs  claim  an  ^interest  as  the  surviving 
l^tees,  exclusive  of  the  representatives  of  the  two 
deceased  sisters ;  but  it  must  be  admitted  that  words  of 
survivorship,  combined  with  words  importing  a  tenancy 
itt  oomnion,  must  be  referred  to  the  death  of  the  testa- 
te, and  that  the  representatives  of  the  two  legatees 

who 

(a)  4  Mad.  275. 
U  2 


18S8'. 


BkYck. 
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ISM.  who  snrvdved  the  ttsstalor  are  equally  entitled'. witb  thdf 
Plaintifis:  Belk  r.  Sla^k.{a)  A  bequest  to  A:  &»  ^adf 
if  A,  B*  die  under  ttremy^on^  to  a  person^  ikotinvafft* 
wbO'ffhall  Uve  to. attain  twenty^^ei  aild  in  dcfaalttofi 
sueb  pefaon  {0  CL  IX\  gms'a  Tested  rensaioder  to  £!t  J3Ui 
IiDrthe  piwent  caaei  Ihe  i^ted  remaiiider  is  liable  to  b^ 
dc<iieated  by  the  poasibilky  of  •  son  of  Peter  Shawe  ootitr 
iug*  intoi  CMse;  but  the  possibility  does  not  make  the  re^^ 
miiiidev  the  less  b  vested  int^est  untii»  if  ever^  it  shall 
ht  defeated.  The  right  of  the  Plaintifi  to  reoelre  the 
iBdoisie  of  the  restdne^  and  of  its  lawful  aowaiuilationatf 
may.bedevested  by  the  birth  of  a  sosi  of  ^JUar  Simne^ 
though)  considering  the  age  of  Peter- SheOMj  Ihat*  ia  9^ 
Tvtyipeoiote  possibility;  but^  until  it  shdiba.aodavfKltac^t 
it  is  an  immediate  vested  interest.  -     • 

Mr<  H^lne  for  the  Defendants,  the  represeaUtives^ 
tho  deceased  residuary  legatees. 

r 

Mr.  Tinneyj  Mr.  Lovat^  Mr.  Bomilfy^  aqdM^.  i^r 
for  the  next  of  kin.  •        :   ,<i 

*  If  the  argament  on  the  other  side  were  to  prevail,  th^- 
statute  Would  have  no  operation ;  amd  not  only  would' 
the  stattite  have  no  operation  as  agamst  the  testator*^ 
disposition  of  the  residue  under  which  afti  ex^sidive  trust 
for  accumulation  is  implied,  but  the  legatees  naftied  id 
the  residuary  clause  would  be  held  to  take  an  immediate 
interest  in  possession^  whereas  the  clause  itsdf  gives  tbeni 
tiodiing  except  upon  a  contingency,  which  may  never  hap* 
pen.  Had  the  TheUuson  Act  never  passed,  the  ultimate 
disposition  of  the  income  of  the  residue  and  of  its  accu*' 
mutations  beyond  the  twettty-K)ne  years,  must  have  con^ 
tSnued  in  abeyance,  like  the  accumulated  income  for  the 
twenty-one  years,  and  the  whole  would  have  gone  either 

to 
(a)  1  Keen,  SS8. 
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to  A  son  oF  Peiter  SKau^,  or  to  tlie  Plaintiffir,  upon  the        1088.1 
d^tb  ii^Bster  Skawe  widiout  male  issue.    The  act  inid     mS^^amt 
AttkMd  that  ^e  surplus  accumulation  ifi  unlawfitli  and  v^ 

diat*the  income  firomr  the  peviod  at  which  accumulation!'  '^^^^ 
B^i  'cease,  until  the  eontingent.  e^nt  shaU  be  deder^ 
iflihed,  shall  go  to  the  penons  w4io  woufid  have  •been' 
mkMtd  to  receive  it,  if  no  accumulation  had  been*di^ 
rected  or  implied.  There  is  in  this  will  no  express' 
difectilm  for  aki  unlawAil  aeeuroulalion ;  but  it  is  mMh^ 
4!feBt'that  th<tfre  is  a  direction  which  wus  cbpable^  >  in' 
AMTtaiti  evearts^  of  exceeding  the  limits  presonbed  by  the* 
stMttKE^  aiid\whidi  has,  in  the  event  that  baa  aetbally: 
happ^dd,  eoDesMed  those  limits;  Shim  v.  Siodes.{ay 
tt>a:^beqdesl^(jf  liersonal  estate,  followed  bj  a  gift  of  the* 
residue,  fails,  it  sinks  into  the  residue^  and  the  residuary 
legatee  has  the  benefit  of  the  failure.  That  was  the 
^efiWtHiibsry*  Bcemister.  Here  the  Plaintiflb  do  not 
pretend  to  claim  except  wider  the  residuaiy  olause* 
Kow  if  the  gift  of  a  residue  fails  altogether,  it  can  only 
go  ti>  timnext  of  kin ;  and  if  the  gift  of  a  residue  fail  in 
part,  it  is  to  that  extent  undisposed  of,  and  the  next  of 
ImA'  have  the  benefit  of  the  partial  failure,  it  being  settled 
by  tb^  authorities  that  a  part  of  the  residue,  of  which 
the  ,<lic(positien,  fails,  will  not  accrue  in  augmentation  of 
the  remaioiog  part  as  a  residue  of  residue ;  but,  instead 
pf  msuming  tb^  nature  of  residue,  devolves,  as  undis«> 
ppsod  of,  to  the  Qext  of  kin :  Slaymsher  v.  Northcote  (J)\ 
JUake  V.  JSMneon.  {c)  To  say  that  the  legatees  named 
in.tbe.xesidiiary  clause  are  entitled  to  the  imo^ecjiate  re- 
Mipt  of  tl^  income,  is  to  say  that  the  implied  directioa 
jEpr»af?Giimiilation  beyond  the  time  allowed  by  the  statute 
isiiat  the  same  time  void  and  not  void.  We  admit  that 
^  Plaintiffs  take  a  vested  interest  for  the  purpose  of 
I   '    .  tr^nsmissioil 

'j<a)  1  Mylne  4-  Crmg^  155.  [c)  S  Met.  563^ 

\b)  1  Swanti.  56^. 

US 
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18^8. 


transmission  to  their  representatives,  if  Peter  Shame 
should  die  without  leaving  a  son,  but  not  for  the  purpose 
of  iminediate  enjoyment  The  residuary  gift,  supposing 
it  to  be  uoaffected  by  the  statute,  would  give  the  Plab^ 
tiffs  no  interest  for  the  purpose  of  enjoyment,  until  the 
contingency  is  determined.  How,  then,  can  it  be  con- 
tended that  the  statute,  which  makes  the  residuary  gift 
Toid  for  the  excess,  has  the  e£kct  of  placing  the  Plain- 
tiflh  in  a  better  situation  than  they  would  have  been  had 
it  Idl  the  gift  untouched,  and  of  giving  them  a  vested 
interest  for  the  purpose  of  iminediate  enjoyment?  In 
QriffUks  V.  Vere  (a),  Lord  Eldon  comments  at  oonsider- 
able  length  upon  the  Thdluson  Act;  and  observes,  that 
<*  if  a  testator  directed,  what  die  act  authorises  him  to 
direct,  that  for  the  first  twenty-one  years  after  his  death 
there  should  be  accumulation,  at  the  end  of  that  time 
there  might  be  a  very  long  period  during  which  the  ren^ 
and  profits  would  go  to  no  one  by  the  disposition,  but  in 
the  case  of  real  estate  would  belong  to  the  heir;  and  in 
the  case  of  personal  estate,  unless  there  was  an  expreu 
disposition  of  what  was  not  beliNre  disposed  of,  to  the 
next  of  kin.'' 


Mr.  Spurrier,  for  the  executor. 
Mr.  Pemberioth  in  reply- 


March  S6. 


T!ie  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  faCti}. 

As  the  gift  to  the  daughters  of  Lewis  M^Pherson  was 
made  contingent  upon  the  failure  of  male  children  of 
Peter  Shawe^  and  Peter  Shanse  is  still  living,  and  may 
have  sons,  it  has  been  considered  that  the  income  of  the 

residue 

(a)  9  Vea,  13S. 
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residue  of  the  testator's  estate  ou^t  to  be  accumulated        1 898. 

fin:  the  benefit  either  of  a  male  child  of  Peter  Shame^  if 

he  should  come  into  esse^  or  of  the  daughters  of  LewU 

M^Phenon^  if  Peter  Siawe  should  die  without  having  a 

son.    And  aooordiiigly  such  accumulation  is  stated  to 

have  been  made  as  long  as  the  statute  of  3d  &  40  6.  8. 

c«  98.  would  permit ;  and,  the  period  of  accumulation 

allowed  byihe  statute  having  expired,  the  question  is  Co 

whom  the  income  of  the  residue  of  the  testator's  estate, 

and  of  the  accumulations  thereof  lawfully  madoi  is 

to  be  paid,  until  it  shall  appear  that  Peter  Skawe  has 

not  a  son  to  take  (he  residue  with  those  acoumulations 

which,  if  there  be  no  such  son,  will  clearly  belong  to 

the  daughters  of  l^emis  M^Pkersan. 

Now  the  statute  which  forbids  any  one  to  dispose  of 
property  by  will,  so  that  the  income  thereof  may  accu- 
mulate for  more  than  twenty-one  years  from  the  death 
>(of  the  testator,  provides,  that  in  every  case  where  any 
accumulation  shall  be  directed  otherwise  than  as.afor^ 
said,  sDch  direction  shall  be  void,  and  the  ^*  profits  and 
produce  of  the  property,  directed  to  be  accumulated, 
shall,  so  long  as  the  same  diall  be  directed  to  be  accu- 
mulated contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  act,  go  to  and 
be  received  by  such  person  or  persons  as  would  have 
been  entitled  thereto,  if  sudi  accumulation  had  not  been 
directed." 

The  Plaintiffii  in  this  cause  are  four  of  the  daughters 
of  Liemis  M^Pherson ;  and  they,  together  with  some  of 
the  Defendants  in  the  same  interest,  contend  that,  until 
the  contingency  shall  be  determined,  the  income  of  the 
residue,  and  of  its  lawful  accumulations,  belongs  to  them. 
The  gift  to  the  daughters  of  Lernis  M^Pkersan  is,  in- 
deed, a  contingent  executory  bequest,  and  may  be  de- 
feated by  a  son  of  Peter  Shawe;  yet  it  is  a  right  which 

U  4  vested 
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18916^'     vested  kiithe«i»  so  as  to  be  transmissible  to  tkrir  repitM 
\^f^^     sentatww  ;  and  that  right  is  only  prevented  frombtfing  *  ■  ■ 
0.  t       an  absdute  tnterest  by- the  possibility  of  a  aon  of  Petm^    > 
Bryw.-^'   SKatte  comiiig  into  esse.     It  is  only  with  refei^nce  lo'  ' 
thie^plMsibiif^tbata  direotioB  td  fl«cuniiilate  is  ki  ibiS'   ' 
caselinipli^.    If  tbere  were  no  soeh  possifaflity,  dieM    > 
wosld'not  only  be  no  implication  of  a  direetion  lo  a(H  ' 
cumulate,  but  the  daughters  of  Lewis  M^Pkersom  would  - ' 
be  entitled  to  the  immediate  enjoyment.      And  it  is 
argued  that,  the  implied  direction  to  accumulate  being 
rendered  void  by  the  statute,  the  law  gives  the  enjoys 
ment  to  the  legatee  whose  right  is  vested,  though  sub-> 
ject  to  be  devested  by  a  subsequent  eveat;  and  that  with 
this  the  statute  concurs  in  giving  the  income  to  the 
persons  who  would  have  been  entitled  to  if,  if ^liei*^  ^ad  X 
been  no  acoumulation  directed*  *   "  ^'H 

It'  is  true  that,  if  there  be  a  gift  cf  a  legacy  <br  Hfe^  ^ 
with  a  contingent  executory  bequest  over,  the  eonv'^ 
tingent  gift  over  is  held  to  vest  in  right,  tboogh  it  doesr  - 
not* in  possession.    Barnes  v.  Allen  [a).     It  is  true^  ako^  '' 
that,  wliere  there  is  an  immediate  gift  of  a  legacy,  with  a  ' 
gift  over  if  the  legatee  die  under  twenly-one,  tte  Rt^ 
legatee,  taking  an  immediate  vested  interest,  though 
subject  to  be  devested,  is  entitled  to  the  income  until 
the  event,  upon  which  the  devesting  is  to  happen,  shall  ' 
take  place.   Deane  v.  Test,  [b)    But  in  this  case  it  is  only 
upon  the  failure  of  male  issue  of  Peter  Shaloe  that  any  ^ 
thing  is  given  to  the  daughters  of  Lewis  M^Pherson;" 
and,  until  that  event  happens,  they  can  take  nothing  ia 
possession,  though  they  may  have  a  vested  right'  to  a 
contingent  interest,  and  that  right  may  be  transmissible 
,  to  their  representatives. 

In 
(a)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  181.  [jb)  9  Vet.  146, 
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lo^lbQ  pMient' slate  of  thiDgs  nothing  is  given  fov  im» 
medteto' enjoyment*  The  income  of  the  residue,  and  of 
its  lawftil  <acciiinuiation$,  is  not  given  by  the  will  at  all, 
if  not  given  by  tbe  residuary  clause ;  and,  if  given  by  the 
residuary  clause^  is  made  void  by  the  statute^  and  so 
beoomes  a  portioa  of  the  residue^  undisposed  of  by  the 
will,  and,  under  these  circumstances,  it  appears  to  me 
that  it  belongs  to  the  next  of  kin^ 


QSS 


183S. 


JONES  V.  WYSE. 


Jofl.  11.  15, 


T  T jy^Pt^ii  several  deeds,  which  were  set  forth  in  the  By  a  inarriag9 

pleadings,  the  real  and  personal  property  therein  ^^l^l^« 

comprised  was  vested  in  trustees,  in  trust  for  Samuel  oftheinr 

Ptfrifin/^Ha0^r^  for  bis  life,  with  remainder  to  jE/i2;a£^i  wa8Te8ted% 

Hanker,  who  survived  Samuel  Purefov  Harper^  for  her  tnisieeg,  on 

lifc^.^ltb  lemainder  to  her  two  daughters,  Mary  Jones  the  real 

and,  JLoui^a  Jacques  Purefoy  Harper,  in  such  manner  as  J»^'«»  to  pay 

tne  rents  to 
sh^  should  appoint ;  and,  in  default  of  appointment,  the  intendec} 

*qp«lly  between  the«,  ^VA^ 

her  decease, 

A  marriage  being  in  contemplation  between  Jjouiia  ^^  W  *^® 

Purefqy  Jacqujss  Harper  and  Robert  Trader  Scarbortn^h,  the  intended  ' 

Elizabeth  ^^^,--^^ 

become  bankrupt  or  insoWent,  or  a  commission  of  bankrupt  should  issue  against 
him,  or  he  should  take  the  benefit  of  any  act  for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtor^,  or 
he  should  seU«  aliene,  charge,  or  incumber  the  rents  and  profits  by  way  of  anticipa? 
tion,  or  attempt  or  agre^  so  to  do,  or  should  die,  whichever  of  the  sfud  events 
shtiold  first  happen,  and  from  and  after  the  happenins  of  any  one  of  the  said  events, 
ugon  trust  for  tbe  children  of  the  marriage ;  and  in  default  of  issue  of  the  marringp, 
or  of  issue  of  the  intended  wife,  over. 

The  roarriace  took  efiect,  and  there  was  no  issue  of  the  marriage.  The  husbfind, 
R  S^  survived  his  wife,  and  made  several  attempts  in  his  lifetime  to  raise  money  by 
sale  or  mortgage  of  the  property  comprised  in  the  settlement,  but  was  prevented 
from  efiecting  such  sale  or  charge  by  reason  of  the  language  of  the  settlement : 

Held,  that  a  person,  entitled  to  an  interest  in  property,  subject  to  such  a  limit- 
ation over,  may  make  inquiries^  and  take  advice  whether  he  can  sell  or  not,  and  do 
acts  indicative  of  his  wisnes  on  the  subject,  without  givinj^  effect  to  the  lifni^adoR 


over. 
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18dS.  Elizabeth  Harper  appointed  an  equal  undivided  half  of 
the  trust  estate  to  her  absolutely ;  and  thereupon  a  set- 
tlement of  that  moiety  was  made  by  indentures,  dated 
the  4th  and  5th  days  of  September  1804,  and  made  be- 
tween Bobert  Trasler  Scarborough  of  the  first  pait, 
JLomsa  Purejoy  Jacques  Harper  of  the  second  part,  and 
Hewy  Richard  Harper  and  William  Wyse  of  the  third 
part;  and  thereby  the  trust  property  was  vested  in 
trustees,  on  trust,  as  to  the  real  estate,  to  pay  the  rents 
to  Ixjuisa  for  her  life,  and,  after  her  death,  to  pay  the 
same  to  Rcbert  TVasler  Scarborough^  until  he  should 
become  bankrupt  or  insolvent,  or  a  commission  of 
bankrupt  should  issue  against  him,  or  he  should  take 
ilie  benefit  of  any  act  or  acts  for  the  relief  of  insolvent 
debtorsj  or  he  should  sell,  aliene,  and  charge,  or  in- 
cumber the  said  rents  or  profits,  or  any  part  thereof,  by 
way  of  anticipation,  or  attempt  or  agree  so  to  do,  or 
should  die,  whichever  of  the  said  events  should  first 
happen ;  and  from  and  after  the  happening  of  any  one 
of  the  said  events,  and  the  failure  or  determination  of 
the  trust  before  declared  for  Louisa^  upon  trust  for  die 
benefit  of  the  children  of  the  marriage ;  and,  in  default  of 
such  issue,  in  trust  for  Z.orii5a  and  the  heirs  of  her  body; 
and,  in  default  of  such  issue,  in  trust  for  the  children  of 
Mary  Jones  ;  and  there  was  a  corresponding  trust  as  to 
such  part  of  the  trust  fund  as  consisted  of  personal  estate. 

The  marriage  took  effect,  and  there  was  no  issue  of 
the  marriage ;  and  Louisa  Purefby  Jacqties  Scarborough 
died  in  the  month  of  December  1826,  leaving  her  hus- 
band surviving  her.  Elizabeth  Harper^  the  tenant  for 
life,  died  in  March  18S2. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  William  Jones  and  Mary  his 
wife,  and  the  children  of  Mary  JoneSy  against  William 
WysCy  Robert  Bucknellj  and  Robert  Trasler  Scarborough. 
It  charged  that  the  Defendant,  Robert   Trasler  Scar-- 

borough^ 


Ww. 
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boroMgif  bad  become,  and  was  insolTent,  and  was  in-'       1888. 
solvent  in  the  lifetime  of  Elixabeth  Harper;  and  that,        j^J,^ 
in  her  lifelinie,  be  attempted  to  sell  bis  revereioiMury 
interest  in  the  trust  property,  by  way  of  anticipation ; 
and  that,  by  reason  thereof  be  committed  a  ibrfeitDre, 
and  the  trusts,  by  the  settlement  declared  in  bis  favour, 
ceased  and  determined.    And  die  bill,  after  charging 
several  particular  facts  in  aiipport  or  by  way  of  evidence 
of  the  general  charge,  prayed  that  the  trusts  of  a  settle>- 
roent,  dated  the  4th  oi  May  181 S,  might  be  performed, 
regard  being  had  to  an  appointment,  made  by  Elimbetk 
Hatrper^  of  one  moiety  of  the  property  therein  com* 
prised,  in  favour  of  I/misa  Purefojf  Jacques  Harper^ 
afterwards  Scarborough^  by  an  indenture,  dated  the  5th 
day  oi  September  1824,  and  to  an  appointment,  made  by 
MiTtabeih  Harper^  of  the  other  moiety  of  the  property  in 
favour  of  the  Plaintiff  Mary  Jones:  and  to  the  settle^ 
QAent  of  the  last-mentioned  moiety,  by  an  indenture 
dated  the  Uth  of  March  1826:  and  that  the  trusts  of 
the  indentures  of  the  5th  of  September  1824,  and  of  the 
11th  of  March  1886,  might  be  performed;  aad  that 
accounts  of  the  trust  property,  and  of  the  income  thereof, 
might  be  taken;  and  that  the  moiety  appointed  to  Mary 
JoneSf  and  setded  by  the  indenture  of  the  1 1  th  of  March 
1826,  might  be  properly  secured.     And  that,  as  to  the 
one  half  settled  by  the  indenture  of  the  5th  oi  September 
1824,  it  might  be  declared  that,  by  reason  of  the  De- 
fendant Robert  TrasUr  Scarborough  having  become  in- 
solvent, as  also  by  his  having  attempted  to  sell  bis 
interest  in  the  trust  property  under  the  trust  of  the 
last-mentioned  indenture,  the  trusts  thereby  declared 
in  favour  ofMobert  Ti-ader  Scarborough  ceased  and  de- 
termined in  the  lifetime  o( Elixabeth  Harper;  and  that, 
in  carrying  the  trusts  of  the  indenture  into  execution, 
regard  might  be  had  to  that  declaration  ;  and  that  such 
of  the  Plaintifis,  the  children  of  Maty  Jones  who  had 

attained 
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IfiSBi.        attAimd  tw€aty«oi]e  years,  of  age,  might  be  declared  IQ 

^^^^^     be  absolutely  entitled,  each  of  them,  to<«e  «e^«Ui 

V,  9\BMt  of  the  property  comprised  in  the  setlknneBl^  and 

^^^       the  income  thereof  since  the  de^th  of  Elizabeth  Harpmr^ 

and  for  ooD«eqMential  relief 

The  Defendant  Searborougk  admitted  that  he  wasafr 
rested  for  debt,  and  was  imprisoned  in  the  Fleet  from 
May  IdSO  to  March  19SI ;  and  that  sevend  of  bi»  ore* 
ditors  executed  a  letter  of  license,  dated  the  fiSd  day  of 
December  18SI ;  but  he  denied  that  he  ■  was  ever  in«' 
SoliTent,  or  that  he  ever  compounded  with  his  mtidkovSt 
or  that  he  ever  attempted  to  sell  or  inciudbap  >bis  kit 
terest  in  the  trust  property,  .^  \    /  > 

The  Plaintiffs  examined  witnesses,  and  produced  se- 
veral letters ;  and,  from  the  evidence,  it  appeared^tfiat 
the  Defendant  Scarborough  did  endeavour  to  rai8e<mofiey 
by  sale  or  mortgage  of  his  interest  in  the  trust  property^ 
aud  was  prevented  from  doing  so  only  by  the  term^  in 
which  the  settlement  was  expressed ;  and  that  he  iiev«r 
executed  any  instrument  purporting  to  be  a  sale  or 
charge,  or  an  agreement  to  sell  or  charge  the  property, 
because  the  persons  with  whom  he  treated,  having  bc^ 
come  acquainted  with  the  terms  of  the  Settlement,  refused 
to  proceed  in  the  treaty  for  the  sale  or  charge. 

Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  Geldart,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  in- 
sisted that  the  Defendant  Scarborough^  by  attempting  to 
sell  his  reversionary  interest  in  the  trust  property  Vfi  tl^ 
lifetime  of  Elizabeth  Harper^  conunitted  a  forfeiture^ 
which,  in  the  events  which  had  happened,  gave  effect  ,to 
the  limitation  over  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiffi :  Stephens  nj. 
Jfames.  {a)     If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the 

^tteippt 

(«)  4  Sim  499. 
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■ItMipl  Cbsell  or.cbatge  his  interest  in  the  trust  pvtn        fBSh. 


Jtitrt^ 


p^vty  was  not  sufficient  to  constitute  a  forfeiture,  there 
ims  abondant  evidence  of  his  insolvency.     His  inabiiily        "^v. 
to  satisfy  ^e  just  demanda  of  bis  creditors  i  the  eit-^       ^^' 
pedients  to  which  he  resorted  lor  the  purpose  of  raising 
money;  his  lying  in  prisonin  the  years  1830  and  18Sl» 
and  the  letter  of  license  which  he  obtained  from  his  4;re<^ 
ditofs  in  the  month  of  December  in  that  year,  n^ere  l5sr& 
emnstances  which  shewed  that  he  was  in  a  situation  of 
greet  difficulty  and  embarrassment,  and  insolvent  within 
the  meaningof  the  language  of  this  settlement^  and  witbiii 
tbe  authorities  in  which  the  question  of  insolvency  bad 
been  considered:  Bayfy  v.  Sehq/teld{a)j  Shears  v,  Bo^ 
gers  (ft),  De  Tagtet  v.  Le  Tavemier  {c)i  Parker  v.  Qos*' 
sage,  (rf) 

•i  ,BIr«  Tumfi^9  for  the  Defendant  Scarbotougi^ 

"^ '  Forfeitares  are  odious  in  the  sight  of  the  law,  and  will 
tiot  be  enfoticed  unless  the  strictest  and  most  convincing 
^oof  is  ^ven  of  their  hating  been  incurred.  Ther6 
ftte  three  grounds  of  defence  against  the  case  of  forfei- 
ture attempted'  to  be  made  by  this  bill.  First,  no  act 
dp  the  Defendant  Scarborough^  prior  to  the  month  cf 
March  18S2,  when  the  t6tiant  for  life  died,  could  create 
a  forfeiture ;  for  the  words  of  the  settlement  are,  **  after 
her  decease,  in  trust  for  Robert  Trasler  Scarborough^ 
Until  he  should  become  bankrupt  or  insolvent;  dr  a  com-* 
mission  of  bankrupt  should  issue  against  him;  or  he 
should  take  the  benefit  of  any  act  of  parliament  for  the 
relief  of  insolvent  debtors ;  or  he  should  sell,  aliene, 
charge,  or  incumber,  or  attempt  or  agree  so  to  do,"  8cc. 
His  interest  was  to  commence  at  the  decease  of  the  tenant 
for  life,  and  to  continue,  until  he  should  commit  any  of 

the 
(a)  1  M.  i  S.33S,  (c)  1  Keen,  161. 

{6)  3  Bi^  Ad.  369.  {d)  2  Crovt^t.   Meet,  (J-  Rot* 

617. 
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\B9B.  the  acts  afterwards  enumeratdd.  Now,  be  had  done  none 
of  the  acts  so  ennmerated  after  the  death  of  Mrs.  Harpir; 
and  indeed  almost  the  whole  of  the  eridence  applied  to 
acts  done  previously  to  the  month  of  March  1899. 
Secondly,  the  acts,  by  which  the  insolvency  of  the  De- 
frndatnt  is  attempted  to  be  proved,  amonnt  only  to  evi* 
dence  of  embarrassment  and  fail  altogether  to  shew  a 
case  of  insolvency  within  the  meaning  of  the  setdemenL 
The  letter  of  license  was  so  &r  from  being  a  oomposidon 
with  his  creditors,  that  the  object  and  eflPect  of  it  were 
merely  to  give  him  time  to  relieve  himsdf  from  his  em* 
barrassment ;  and  it  left  him  as  liable  as  ever  to  the  de^ 
mands  of  his  creditors,  when  the  period  for  which  it  was 
granted  should  have  expired.  Thirdly,  a  mere  attempt 
to  aliene  or  incumber,  not  followed  by  any  actual  alien- 
ation or  incumbrance, — an  attempt,  which  has  not  suc- 
ceeded, and  which  is  not  carried  out  by  any  solemn  act, 
such  as  an  assignment  of  the  property,  fiirnishing  evi- 
dence of  the  intention, — cannot  create  a  forfeiture  for 
othewise  a  mere  doubt  or  desire,  on  the  part  of  a  per- 
son entitled  to  property,  subject  to  such  a  limitation  as 
the  present,  might  be  a  cause  of  forQsiture;  and  he 
might  be  deprived  of  his  property,  if  he  merely  took 
professional  advice  upon  the  question  whether  he  could 
or  could  not  alienate  his  interest 

Mr.  Pembertotij  for  the  trustees. 

Sir  Anthony  Mildmaifs  case  (a)  is  an  express  autho* 
rity  to  shew,  that  a  forfeiture  cannot  be  created  by  a 
mere  attempt  to  aliene;  it  is  there  said  that  ^  rum  di^ 
nitur  injure  quid  sit  conatus ;  and  therefore  the  rule  of 
law  decides,  that  non  efficit  conatus  nisi  sequitur  efictuSf 
and  the  law  rejects  conations  as  things  uncertain  which 
cannot  be  put  in  issue."     It  was  held,  therefore,  that 

a  proviso 

(a;  6  Co.  42.  b. 
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a  proviso  restraioiog  Sir  Jnthony  Mildmug  from  a(*  189B. 
teioptiDg  or  goiog  abinit  to  aliene  the  estate  vested  in 
hw  was  inoperative.  So^  in  Pierce  v«  Win  (fi\  where 
there  was  a  devise  to  one,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his 
bodj^  with  a  proviso  that,  if  he  attempted  to  aliene^  his 
estate  should  ceases  the  Court  held  the  condition  void ; 
^^for  nan  constat  what  shall  be  judged  sn  attempt,  and 
how  coald  it  be  tried."  Ware  v.  Cann  (6)  is  an  au«> 
thority  to  the  same  effect  The  insolvency,  provided 
against  in  the  clause  in  this  settlement,  is  wholly  dif*- 
ferent  from  the  insolvency  of  a  trader,  ecmteroplated  by 
the  bankrupt  laws.  The  bankrupt  laws  were  framed 
upon  the  foundation,  that  a  trader  ought  always  to  be 
reedy  to  answer  all  the  demands  of  his  creditors;  the 
husband  in  this  case  was  not  a  trader,  and,  if  be  were 
ultimately  solvent,  the  object  of  the  setdement,  which 
wee  to  secure  a.  provision  for  the  family,  if  he  should 
not  be  abie  to  enjoy  the  inccwoe  himself,  would  be  an- 
swered* He  was  therefore  at  liberty  to  compound  or 
make  arrangements  with  his  creditors,  and  to  procure 
time  for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  in  order  to  avert  that 
state  pf  cirumstances  in  which  the  limitation  over  would 
takeeffec;t. 

Mr.  Spenccj  in  reply. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  facts  and       Jan.  i3. 
the  efiect  of  the  evidence). 

It  is  argued,  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs,  that  the 
ctedact  of  the  Defendant  amounted  to  an  attempt  to 
sell,  or  incumber,  within  the  meaning  of  the  settlement, 
and  that,  in  consequence  thereof,  the  limitation  over 
took  effect.  In  this  argument  I  cannot  concur.  It  ap- 
pears 

{a)  I  Fenir.32i.  (b)  10^.  ^C. 453. 
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pters  to  me,  that  a  man,  entitled  to  such  an  interest 
and  subject  to  such  a  limitation  over,  may  desire  to 
sell,  make  inquiries,  and  take  advice,  whether  he  can  sell 
or  not,  and  do  various  acts  indicative  of  his  wishes  on 
the  subject,  without  giving  effect  to  the  limitation  over; 
Ibid,  without  saying,  that  no  act  less  than  the  signature 
of  an  instrument  purporting  to  sell,  or  to  be  an  agree- 
ment to  sell^  could  be  an  attempt  to  sell  within  the 
meaning  of  this  settlement,  I  think  that  the  acts  done 
by  the  Defendant  in  this  case  do  not  amount  to  such 
an  attempt ;  and  that  the  Plaintiffi  fail  in  that  part  of 
their  argument. 

Upon  the  question  df  insolvency,  after  a  careful  pe-> 
rusal  of  the  evidence,  I  think  that  it  is  to  some  extent, 
but  not  conclusively,  proved.  The  evidence  condsts  in 
some  degree  of  the  letters  and  admissions  of  the  De* 
fendant  i  and  as  those  letters  and  admissions  are  not 
charged  in  the  bill^  the  Defendant  has  had  no  oppor- 
tunity of  explaining  them,  if  they  admit  of  explanation. 

It  was  argued^  for  the  Defendant,  that,  whatever  evi* 
dence  of  insolvency  there  might  be,  it  related  only  to 
the  time  previous  to  the  death  of  Mrs.  Harper  ;  and  that 
insolvency,  previous  to  the  time  when  the  Defendant 
was  to  have  the  actual  enjoyment  of  the  property,  would 
not  give  effect  to  the  limitation  oven  I  think  that  this 
argument  is  not  sustiaihed  by  the  language  of  the  settle- 
ment ;  and,  if  it  were,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  evidence 
bears  upon  a  time  subsequent  to  the  death  of  Mrs. 
Harper  in  March  1832. 

Considering  the  state  of  the  evidence,  1  think  it  ne- 
cessary to  refer  it  to  the  Master  to  inquire  whether  the 
Defendant  Scarboroughj  subsequeht  to  his  marriage,  in 
the  pleadings  mentioned,  and  when,  became  insolvent, 
with  liberty  for  the  Master  to  state  special  circumstances. 
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1857. 

The  Eerl  of  WINCHELSEA  v.  GARETTY.         ^'^^  20,  si. 

1898. 
Jan.  29. 

npHIS  cause  came  on  upon  exceptions  to  the  Master's  A  person  do- 

'^    report,  and  upon  a  petition ;  and  the  question  was,  ^ngLnd\ho 

whether  the  debts  of  Lady  Mary  Ker,  which  had  been  .^&*  indebted 

paid  by  her  co-hdrs  out  of  real  estate  in  Seatimnd^  up^^bond, 

ought  to  be  repaid  to  them  out  of  her  personal  estate,  jii^.intestate, 

to  be  administered  in  England.  estate  in  Seoi^ 

iandy  and  the 
bond  debts 
Lady  Maiy  Ker,  and  her  sister  Lady  Essex  Ker,  as  were  paid  by 

the  co-heirs  of  the  Duke  of  Boxburg&e,  were  entided  to  J*  JrodCceof 

certain  real  estates  in  Scotland,    They  were  domiciled  the  real  estate 

in  Emgland^  contracted  debts  there,  and  executed  joint  ^^  Held  that 

and  several  bonds  for  securing  the  payment  of  such  ^^f  "S'^t  of 
'  o  if  relief  or  de- 

debts.  mand  against 

the  personal 
^     ,^      ,  _     -     __        ^^      1.    ,  .  TT       estate,  which 

In  March  1818,  Lady  Mary  Ker  died  intestate.    Her  by  the  law  of 

sister.  Lady  Essex  Ker^  was  her  heiress  at  law  and  ad-  ^«>^''|« 
'  •'  '  given  to  ttie 

ministratrix.    She  entered,  as  she  was  entitled  to  do,  on  heir  who  has 
ikntScoieh  estates,  but  did  not  make  up  her  titles  to  them  Sebts°T^pi^ 

according  to  the  forms  required  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  ble  of  being 

made  available 
in  England^ 
In  the  month  of  Atigust  1819,  Lady  Essex  Ker  exe-  where  the 

,      ,     -  ,.         .  .         ,        1.11      personal  estate 
cuted  a  testamentary  deed  of  disposition,  by  which  she  U  the  primary 

intended  to  dispose  of  the  Scotch  real  estates  which  had  ^"""^  ^^\^'^f 
^  payment  oi 

descended  to  her  from  Lady  Mary  Ker;  but,  as  she  did  all  debts. 
imt  make  up  her  titles  to  those  estates,  the  same  were, 
after  her  death  in  September  1819,  claimed  by  the  co- 
heirs of  Lady  Maiy  Ker^  the  Hon.  Henrietta  Bellenden, 
John  BeUenden  Ker^  and  John  Btdteelf  who  finally  esta-      ^ 
blished  their  tide  by  a  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords. 

Lady  Maty  and  Lady  Essex  Ker  had  personal  es- 
tates in  England,  and,  when  Lady  Essex  Ker  died,  there 
Vol.  II.  X  were 


fsr# 
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were  joint  and  several  bonds  of  Lady  Maty  Ker  ami 
Lady  Essex  Ker  remaining  unpaid. 

The  will  of  Lady  Essex  Ker  was  proved  by  the  late 
Earl  of  Winckelsea,  and  Sir  Robert  Williams  Vaughan, 
two  of  the  residuary  legatees;  and  they  filed  a  bill 
against  another  residuary  legatee,  against  the  Attorney- 
General  as  representing  charities,  and  against  the  co- 
heirs for  the  establishment  of  the  will,  and  the  due  ad- 
ministration of  the  estate  of  Lady  Essex  Ker. 

During  the  pendency  of  this  suit,  some  of  the  bond 
creditors  of  Lady  Maiy  and  Lady  Essex  Ker  com- 
menced proceedings  in  Scotland  to  recover  payment  of 
their  demands  against  the  co-heirs  of  Lady  Mary  Ker  ; 
and  thereupon  the  co-heirs  filed  their  bill  against  the 
executors  of  Lady  Essex  Ker,  who  bad  possessed  the 
personal  estate  of  Lady  Mary  Ker,  praying  an  account, 
and  the  due  administration  of  that  estate,  and  of  the 
estate  of  Lady  Essex  Ker,  and  that  the  same  estates 
might  be  applied  in  discharge  of  such  of  the  debts  of 
Lady  Mary  and  Lady  Essex  Ker  as  were,  by  the  law  of 
Scotland,  of  the  nature  of  moveable  debts,  and  primarily 
chargeable,  as  between  real  and  personal  represent- 
atives, upon  the  personal  estate,  and  for  relieving  the 
heirs;  and  that  the  heirs  might  have  the  benefit  of  the 
suit  instituted  by  the  Earl  of  Winchelsea  and  Sir  Robert 
Williams  Vaiighan, 

The  causes  were  heard  together  on  the  13th  of  June 
1825,  and  by  the  decree  it  was  directed  that  the  Master 
should  take  an  account  of  the  personal  estate  of  Lady 
Essex  Ker,  and  of  her  debts  and  legacies ;  and  also  an 
account  of  the  personal  estate  of  Lady  Mary  Ker  come 
to  the  hands  of  Lady  Essex  Ker,  as  her  administratrix. 
And  the  Master  was  to  inquire  of  what  real  estates 
Lady  Essex  Ker  died  seised,  and  which  of  such  estates 
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passed  by  faer  will  or  deed  of  disposition ;  and  whether,        1637* 
by  the  law  of  Scotland^  there  was  a  distinction  between    'riTv^^f 
heritable  and  moveable  debts,  as  to  the  payment  out   Wuicnblsba 
of  debtors^  real  and  personal  assets;  and  whedier,  by     ^^^^^^ 
the  law  of  Scotland^  any  creditors  clmming  moveable 
debts  being  paid  out  of  debtors'  real  estate  in  Scotland^ 
or  by  the  heir  or  person  entitled  to  such  real  estate, 
the  heir  or  person  entitled  to  such  real  estate  was  en- 
titled to  be  paid  the  amount  out  of  the  personal  estate, 
regard  being  had  to  the  domicile  ot  the  debtor ;  and, 
if  he  should  find  such  right  to  exist  by  the  law  of  ScoU 
iand^  he  was  to  inquire  what  debts  of  that  nature  had 
been  proved  against  or  paid  out  of  the  real  estates  in 
Scotland  of  Lady  Maty  and  Lady  Eisex  Ker,  or  by  the 
heir,  or  person  entitled  to  the  said  respective  estates  in 
Scotland. 

In  the  course  of  the  proceedings  by  the  creditors  in 
Scotland^  in  August  1828,  being  three  years  after  the 
date  of  the  decree,  an  agreement  was  entered  into  by 
the  heirs  of  Lady  Mart/  Ker^  and  Sir  Bobert  Williams 
Vaughan^  for  the  sale  of  the  Scotch  estates,  which  were 
accordingly  sold ;  and  a  sufficient  portion  of  the  pur- 
chase-money was  applied  in  payment  of  the  joint  and 
several  debts,  but  by  such  agreement  the  parties  reserved 
their  mutual  claims  of  relief  in  relation  thereto;  and  in 
1833  the  heirs  commenced  an  action  of  relief,  in  the 
Court  of  Session  in  Scotland,  against  Sir  Robert  WiUiatns 
Faugkatij  the  surviving  representative  of  the  Ladies  Ker, 
and  insisted  that,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  he  was  bound 
to  relieve  the  heirs  of  Lady  Mary  Ker  of  her  personal 
debts  paid  by  them,  and  therefore  prayed  that  he  might 
pay  to  tliem  one  half  of  the  sums  which  had  been  paid 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  freehold  estates  in  satisfaction 
of  the  joint  debts ;  and,  it  being  objected  that  the  heirs 
were  not  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed,  because  Lady 

X  2  Mary 
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1837.        Mary  Ker  died  domiciled  in  England,  the  Lord  Ordi* 

pJ^^V"^-.    nary,  in  February  1 884,  directed  a  case  to  be  submitted 

The  £&ri  of  ' 

WrNCBELSEA    for  the  opinion  of  English  counsel,  who,  upon  the  case 

Q    ^'  stated,  gave  their  opinion  that  the  Scotch  heirs  were 

entitled,  as  against  the  executor  and  residuary  legatees 

of  the  personal  estate,  to  claim  for  it  exoneration  from 

the  debts,  or  indemnity  against  them  to  their  whole 

extent,  but  not  so  as  to  disappoint  or  prejudice  any 

legatee,  not  being  a  residuary  legatee. 

Upon  consideration  of  this  opinion,  and  on  the  18th 
of  June  1884,  the  Lord  Ordinary  found  Sir  Robert  Wil- 
liams Vaughan  liable  in  relief  and  payment  to  the  heirs 
as  libelled,  so  far  as  personal,  to  the  extent  of  the  ex- 
ecutory funds  of  Lady  Mary  Ker,  intromitted  with  by 
Lady  Essex  Ker,  and  Sir  Robert  Williams  Vaughan; 
and  it  afterwards  appearing  that  there  was  a  balance  of 
1499/.  35.  OJ  arising  from  Lady  Mary  Kefs  estate,  and 
that  the  claims  of  the  heirs  against  that  estate  exceeded 
that  sum,  the  Court  of  Session,  on  the  11th  of  March 
1835,  decreed  against  Sir  Robert  Williams  Vaughan  for 
payment  of  the  whole  balance  to  the  heirs. 

Before  the  action  for  relief  in  Scotland  was  brought, 
and  in  1827,  the  opinion  of  Mr.  George  Joseph  Bell 
was  asked  upon  the  questions  of  Scotch  law,  which  were 
mentioned  in  the  English  decree ;  and  Mr.  Bell's  opinion 
was  set  forth  in  the  Master's  report. 

After  the  termination  of  the  proceedings  in  Scotland, 
another  opinion  was  obtained  from  Mr.  Bell,  from  the 
Lord  Advocate  Mr.  John  Murray,  from  Mr.  Currie,  arid 
from  Mr.  Maitland;  and  in  conformity  with  these  opi- 
nions, the  Master  found  by  his  separate  report,  that  by  the 
\sLW  of  Scotland,  there  was  a  distinction  between  heritable 
and  moveable  debts,  as  to  the  payment  out  of  the  debtor's 

real 
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real  and  personal  estates,  and  that,  by  the  law  of  Scot'-        1837. 

iandy  when  creditors  claiming  moveable  debts  are  paid  xhTEarlof 

out  of  the  debtor's  real  estate  in  Scollandy  or  by  the  Winchelbba 
heir  or  person  entitled  to  such  real  estate,  the  heir,  or      Gajlettx. 
person  entitled   to   such   real  estate  is  entitled  to  be 
repaid,  regard  being  had  to  the  domicile  of  the  debtor. 

To  this  report  Sir  Robert  Williams  Vaughan^  the 
surviving  executor,  excepted,  on  the  ground  that  no 
sufficient  evidence  was  produced  to  the  Master  as  to  the 
law  ofScotlandy  in  respect  to  the  matters  directed  to  be 
inquired  into  by  the  decree. 

Mr.  Pemberiorii  Mr.  Griffith  Richards^  Mr.  Hope^ 
and  Mr.  Stuart  in  support  of  the  exceptions. 

There  are  three  general  rules  or  propositions 
bearing  upon  this  question,  which  may  be  considered 
as  perfectly  settled,  and  not  disputed  on  either  side. 
First,  that  where  a  person  dies  possessed  of  property 
situate  in  difFerent  countries  and  subject  to  difFerent 
laws,  his  personal  property  shall  be  administered 
according  to  the  law  of  the  place  of  domicile,  and  his 
real  estate  according  to  the  law  of  the  place  in  which 
the  real  estate  is  situate.  Secondly,  that,  by  the  law  of 
Scotland^  there  is  a  distinction  between  heritable  and 
moveable  debts  as  to  the  payment  out  of  the  debtor's 
real  and  personal  assets ;  and  that,  if  the  debtor  were 
domiciled  in  Scotland^  any  creditor  claiming  moveable 
debts  being  paid  out  of  the  debtor's  real  estate  in 
Scotland^  or  by  the, heir  or  person  entitled  to  the  real 
estate,  the  heir  or  person  entitled  to  the  real  estate 
is  entitled  to  be  paid  the  amount  out  of  the  personal 
estate.  Thirdly,  that,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  all  credi- 
tors may  obtain  payment  out  of  either  the  real  or 
the  personal  estate  of  the  debtor ;  but,  if  the  executor 
has  paid  heritable  debts,  he  is  entitled  to  relief  against 

X  3  the 
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1837*       the  heir;  and,  if  the  heir  has  paid  moveable  debts,  he  is 

'^T^^^e   entitled  to  relief  against  the  executor :  Bruce  v.  Bruce  (a), 

WiNcuEUBA   Hog  V.  LasUey  (&),  Ommanney  v.  Douglas  (c),  Bempde 

GhmTt      ^*  Johnstone  (rf),  Someroille  v.  SomerviUe  {e\  Ersk.  Inst. 

Bobertson's  LaiD  of  Personal  Succession* 

The  question  in  this  case  is  whether  the  heir,  who,  if 
he  had  paid  moveable  debts  in  Scotland^  would,  according 
to  the  third  proposition,  be  entitled  to  be  exonerated 
out  of  the  personal  estate  adipinistered  in  Scotland ^  is 
entitled  to  the  same  exoneration  out  of  the  personal 
estate  administered  in  England  ;  and  this  is  a  question  of 
the  first  impression,  the  point  never  having  been 
hitherto  directly  raised.  By  the  law  of  England  the 
personal  estate  is  the  primary,  and,  as  it  is  sometimes 
called,  the  natural  fund  for  the  payment  of  debts ;  but 
the  distinction  between  real  and  personal  estate,  in  the 
administration  of  assets,  is  in  reality  purely  artificial, 
and  has  no  existence  in  by  far  the  greater  number  of 
countries  in  Europe;  and  there  is,  perhaps,  nothing  which 
can  bring  the  artificial  nature  of  the  distinction  more 
completely  to  the  test  than  a  case  like  the  present,  where 
a  debt  which,  if  it  had  been  satisfied  in  this  country, 
would  have  been  primarily  payable  out  of  the  personal 
estate  of  the  debtor,  has  in  fact  been  satisfied  out  of 
his  real  estate  situate  in  another  country.  The  liability 
of  one  species  of  property  to  the  payment  of  debts  in 
priority  to  another  is  not  founded  in  reason  or  natural 
justice.  In  reason  and  equity,  considered  without 
reference  to  municipal  law,  a  man's  land  and  money, 
bis  immoveable  and  moveable  property,  ought  to  be 
equally  subject  to  the  satisfaction  of  his  debts.  And 
where  the  municipal  law  is  silent,  as  it  is  in  the  present 

case, 
(a)  6  Bro.  P.  C.  566.  Tond.ed.         {d)  S  Vet,  198. 
(6)  iXnd.  577.  (e)  7  Vet.  750. 

(c)  cited  ibid.550,}  and  BVe§, 
208. 
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case,  there  can  be  no  equity  in  favour  of  the  foreign  heir,        1887. 

who  has  paid  a  debt  out  of  the  real  estate,  against  the     ^^^'"V"^^ 

executor  who   has  the  administration  of  the  personal    Winchelsea 

estate  in  this  country*     The  finding  of  the  Master  is      ^    *• 

founded  upon  the  opinions  of  the  Scotch  lawyers,  and  all 

those  opinions  proceed  upon  the  erroneous  assumption 

that  the  fiict  of  the  debtor  being  domiciled  in  England  is 

immateriaL     Now  the  whole  question  turns  upon  the 

law  of  the  domicile ;  for,  if  Lady  Mary  Ker  had  been 

doQniciled  in  Scotland^  we  admit,  that  the  principle  laid 

down  in  the  third  proposition,  as  to  which  there  is  no 

dispute,  would  have  entitled  the  Scotch  heir  to  relief 

against  the  executor.     But  there  is  no  principle  either 

at  law  or  in  equity  which  entitles  a  Scotch  heir  who  has 

paid  a  debt  out  of  the  real  assets  in  Scotland^  which 

were  clearly  liable,  according  to  the  law  of  Scotland^  to 

the  payment  of  that  debt,  to  be  exonerated   out  of  the 

personal  estate  administered  according  to  the  law  of  this 

country  where  the  ddbtor  was  domiciled. 

The  authorities,  indirectly  bearing  upon  the  question 
raised  by  these  exceptions,  tend  strongly  to  shew  that 
the  Master  has  come  to  an  erroneous  conclusion.  In 
Balfour  v.  Scott  (a),  a  person,  domiciled  in  England^ 
died  intestate,  leaving  real  estate  in  Scotland :  the  heir 
was  one  of  the  next  of  kin ;  and  it  was  objected,  on  the 
part  of  the  other  next  of  kin,  that  he  was  not  entitled 
to  a  share  of  the  intestate's  personal  estate,  without 
conforming  to  the  condition  required  by  the  Scotch  law, 
which  is  to  collate  or  bring  the  real  estate  into  hotchpot^ 
so  as  to  form  a  common  subject  of  division  with  the 
personal  estate:  Ersk.  Jnst,{b)  It  was  determined, 
however,  that  the  Scotch  law  could  not  be  imported 
into  the  consideration  of  a  question  involving  the  ad- 
ministration 
(«)  «  Bro.  P.  C.  550.  Toml.  ed.  {b)  page  701.  5th  edit> 
X  4 
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1837.       ministration  of  the   personal  estate  in  this  country^ 

n^S^^r    where  the  heir  claimed  as  one  of  the  next  of  kin. 

The  Earl  of 

WiKXiULSfiA  and  that  the  heir  was  entitled  to  his  distributive  share 
Gabstxy      ^^  ^^  intestate's  personal  estate,  without  complying 
with  the  obligation  required  by  the  Scotch  law.      In 
Drummond  v.  Drimmond{a\  a  person,  domiciled  in 
Englandy  who  had  real  estate  in  Scotland^  granted  a 
heritable  bond  for  securing  a  debt  contracted  in  Eng" 
land.     He  died  intestate,  and  the  heir,  who  was  also 
one  of  the  next  kin,  having  paid  the  debt  out  of  the 
produce  of  the  real  estate,  it  was  determined  that  he 
was  not  entitled  to  exoneration  out  of  the  personal 
estate.     In  Brodie  v.  Barry  {b)^  Sir  William  Grants 
after  stating  the  cases  of  Balfour  v.  Scott  and  Drummond 
V.  Drummond^  both  of  which  he  argued  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  observes,  that  in  Balfour  v.  Scott  the  disability 
of  the  heir  did  not  follow  him  to  England^  and  the  per- 
sonal estate  was  distributed,  as  if  both  the  domicile  and 
the  real  estate  had  been  in  England;  and  that  in  Drum^ 
mond  v.  Drummond^  the  disability  to  claim  exoneration 
out  of  the  personalty  did  follow  him  into  England^  and 
the  personal  estate  was  distributed  as  if  both  the  domi- 
cile and  the  real  estate  had  been  in  Scotland,     In  the 
case  before  him,  where  the  testator  devised  and  be- 
queathed all  his  real  and  personal  estate  in  England^ 
Scotland^  and  elsewhere.   Sir  William  Grant  held  that 
the  Scotch  heir  must  be  put  to  his  election,  on  the 
ground  that  if  the  English  law  prevailed^  a  devise   of 
land  in  Scotland  was  analogous  to  a  devise  of  copyhold 
estate  in  England;  and  that,  if  the  Scotch  law  were 
resorted  to  as  the  rule,  there  was  an  express  dedsion  of 
one  of  the  Scotch  courts,  that  an  English  will  might  be 
read  against  the  Scotch  heir,  for  the  purpose  of  putting 
him  to  an  election. 

In 

(a)  6  Bro.  P.  C  601.  Tond.  ed,  (6)  2  7,^  B.  127. 
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In  Brodie  v.  Barry  there,  was,  in  efiect,  no  conflict        1837. 

between  the  law  of  the  two  countries,  and  the  Scotch    j!^V^^- 

A  ./.    ,     -  •  .       1      .  X       The  Earl  of 

heir  was,  quacumque  vta  datu,  put  to  his  election.     In   Winchslssa 

Ba^our  v.  Scott  there  was  a  direct  conflict  of  laws,  for,  ^  ^* 
if  the  intestate  had  been  domiciled  in  Scotland^  the  heir 
could  only  have  obtained  an  equal  share  of  the  personal 
estate  with  the  other  next  of  kin,  upon  the  terms  of 
collating  the  real ;  but  it  was  decided  that  the  foreign 
law  should  not  be  heard  for  the  purpose  of  altering  or 
controlling  the  administration  of  the  personal  estate,  as 
governed  by  the  lex  domidliu  The  same  principle  is 
applicable  to  the  present  case,  the  only  difference  being 
in  the  accidental  result ;  the  application  of  the  principle 
giving  an  advantage  to  the  heir  in  the  one  case,  and  not 
giving  him  an  advantage  in  the  other.  Equity  and 
natural  justice  are  equally  silent  in  both  cases,  uUrd  the 
obligation  under  which  a  man  lies  to  pay  his  debts  out 
of  some  portion  of  his  property ;  for  no  reason  can  be 
shewn  why  the  municipal  law  of  one  country  should 
bend  to  the  municipal  law  of  another.  It  may  be  said 
that  the  decision  in  Drummond  v.  Drummond  is  incon- 
sistent with  the  principle,  for  which  we  contend, ^of  ex- 
cluding the  consideration  of  foreign  law  from  the  ap- 
plication of  the  lex  domicilii  in  the  administration  of 
.  personal  estate ;  for  in  that  case,  as  Sir  WiUiam  Grant 
observed,  the  personal  estate  was  distributed  as  if  both 
the  domicile  and  the  real  estate  had  been  in  Scotland. 
But  that  decision  turned  upon  the  nature  of  a  heritable 
bond,  the  payment  of  which  by  the  heir  was  the  found- 
ation of  the  heir's  claim  against  the  personal  estate,  so 
that,  in  reality,  the  whole  question  in  the  cause  was  a 
question  of  foreign  law.  Now  a  heritable  bond  is  not 
so  much  a  security  by  way  of  charge  or  mortgage  upon 
the  real  estate,  as  a  contract  to  devote  a  specific  portion 
of  the  real  estate  to  the  payment  of  a  debt.  The  real 
estate  descends  to  the  heir,  minus  the  heritable  bond ; 

and 
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1887*  and  he  is  not  entitled  by  the  &o/rA  law,  in  respect  of 
^l^^^v^^f  *^®  payment  of  a  heritable  bond,  to  exoneration  out  of 
WiNCHSLttA  the  personal  estate,  as  he  would  be,  if  he  paid  a  move- 
Gabsttt  ®^^®  ^^"^^  '^®  peculiar  nature  of  a  heritable  bond 
being  considered,  the  cases  of  Bal/bur  v.  Scoit  and 
Drummond  v.  Drummond  support  each  other,  and  illus* 
trate  the  same  principle.  The  whole  foundation  of  the 
heir's  claim  in  Drummond  v.  Drummcnd  failed,  for  the 
heritable  bond  was  considered  as  a  debt  which,  from  its 
nature,  was  to  be  struck  out  altogether  from  the  intes- 
tate's liabilities  in  the  administration  of  his  personal  assets 
in  this  country.  There  was  no  departure  from  the  law 
of  the  domicile ;  the  municipal  law  of  one  country  wa» 
not  made  to  bend  to  the  municipal  law  of  another;  but, 
the  nature  of  the  foreign  instrument  being  ascertained, 
and  it  appearing  that  the  heir  filled  the  character  of 
heir  only,  quoad  the  real  assets  descended  to  him,  minus 
that  portion  of  them  which  was  liable  to  the  payment 
of  the  heritable  bond,  the  intestate's  personal  assets 
were  distributed  according  to  the  law  of  the  domicile, 
exactly  as  they  were  distributed  in  Balfour  v.  Scott. 

The  distinctions  between  real  and  personal  assets  in 
respect  of  their  application  to  the  payment  of  debts, 
which  until  a  recent  statute  have  been  recognised  in 
this  country,  depend  upon  principles  of  tenure  not 
applicable  to  the  laws  of  foreign  countries :  ffrighfs 
LaXDS  of  Tenures  {a) ;  and  if  the  municipal  law  of  foreign 
countries  were  permitted  to  alter  or  control  the  adminis* 
tration  of  personal  property  as  governed  by  the  law  of 
the  domicile,  the  greatest  confusion  and  uncertainty 
would  be  introduced,  and  a  different  measure  of  justice 
would  be  applied,  according  as  the  intestate,  though 
domiciled  in  this  country,  might  happen  to  have  real 

property 
(a)  pages  99.  155.  168. 
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property  situate  in  France  or  Eussia,  or  any  other       18S7. 
foreign  country.  ^^^^^ 

WINCHEL8EA 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Everett^  conlrd.  Gawmpty. 

The  co-heirs  of  Lady  Mary  Ker  have  a  clear  equity 
to  be  repaid  out  of  the  personal  assets,  and  the  excep- 
tions must,  therefore,  be  overruled.  It  is  not  disputed 
that  the  debts  were  paid  by  the  co*heirs,  under  the 
distinct  understanding  that  the  payment  was  to  be  made 
without  prejudice  to  the  mutual  claims  of  relief  as  be- 
tween the  co-heirs  and  the  executor.  Though  this 
Court  has  no  direct  jurisdiction  over  real  estate  situate 
in  Scotland^  it  may  collaterally  obtain  such  jurisdiction 
by  virtue  of  a  contract  between  parties  interested  in  the 
real  and  personal  estate  of  the  intestate.  Jamaica  and 
every  other  colonial  possession  of  Great  Britain^  may, 
in  one  sense,  be  considered  as  much  a  foreign  country 
as  Scotland^  for  most  of  our  colonies  have  peculiar  laws 
in  respect  of  real  estate,  differing  from  the  law  of  real 
property  in  this  country.  In  the  great  case  of  Penn  v. 
Lord  Baltimore  (a).  Lord  Hardwicke  decreed  specific 
performance  of  articles  executed  in  England^  concerning 
the  boundaries  of  two  provinces  in  America,  upon  the 
principle  that  collaterally,  and  by  reason  of  the  contract 
between  the  parties,  matters,  originally  out  of  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court,  might  be  brought  within  it  It 
was  argued,  on  the  other  side,  that  the  co*heirs  had  no 
equitable  claim  to  relief  in  this  Court,  first,  because,  by 
the  law  of  nature,  there  was  no  distinction  between  real 
and  personal  property,  and  both  species  of  property 
were  equally  liable  to  the  payment  of  debts ;  and  se* 
condly,  because  the  law  of  Scotland  in  respect  to  real 
estate  situate  in  that  country,  could  not  be  permitted  to 
vary  the  administration  of  personal  assets,  as  governed 

by 
(a)  9  Vet.  tea.  444. 


804  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

18S7.        by  the  law  of  the  domicile.    As  to  the  argument  founded 

,i;^V"^,    upon  the  law  of  nature,  it  is  l^eside  the  question  ;  for  if 
TheEariof     /^  ,.    .      .        ,  .        ^  ^    ,  '  . 

WiNCRXLUA   the  distmction  between  real  and  personal  property  is 

Q    ^'  artificial,  so  also  is  the  obligation  to  pay  debts.     All 

rights  in  respect  of  property  are  the  creatures  of  an 
artificial  state  of  society.     If  the  argument  on  the  other 
side  were  to  prevail,  the  liability,  as  between  the  execu- 
tor and  the  heir  of  a  person  domiciled  in  this  country* 
and  possessing  land  in  another,  would  depend,  not  upon 
an  adjudication  of  rights,  but  upon  mere  chance ;  and  it 
would   be   left  to  accident  or   caprice   to   determine, 
whether  the  real  or  the  personal  property  of  the  debtor 
should  bear  the  burthen  of  his  obligations.     Is  it  just 
or  equitable  that  a  debtor's  Scotch  estate   should   be 
burthened,  because  his  executor  in  this  country  may 
throw  difficulties  in  the  way  of  the  creditors,  and  prevent 
them  from  obtaining  an  immediate  distribution  of  the 
assets  ?     By  the  law  of  Scotland  [a)^  if  a  moveable  debt 
is  paid  by  the  heir,  he  has  a  right  to  call  for  an  assign- 
ment of  the  debt;  or  he  may,  without  such  assignment, 
bring  an  action  of  relief  against  the  executor.      The 
heir,  in  respect  of  such  debt,  is  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses a  stranger;  and  if  he  pays  it,  he  stands  in  the 
place  of  the  creditor.     Upon  what  principle  of  equity 
can  it  be  contended  that  this  Court  shall  refuse  the 
same  measure  of  justice  which  the  heir  is  entitled  to  in  , 
Scotland^  and  declare  that  the  executor  shall  not  be 
called  upon  to  repay  the  debt?     Who  was  the  person 
liable,  by  the  English  law,  to  pay  the  debt  at  the  time 
of  the  death  of  the  debtor  ?     The  representative  of  the 
personal  estate ;  and,  if  any  other  person  pays  the  debt, 
that  other  person  stands  in  the  place  of  the  creditor. 
Supposing  a  person  domiciled  in  this  country,  and  pos- 
sessing real  estate  in  France^  which  the  French  law  puts 
upon  the  same  footing  as  personal  property,  to  die 

intestate, 
(<?)  Ertk.  Intt,  671. 


Gaebtty 
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intestate,  and  that  the  heir  paid  a  debt  by  the  sale  of       1 837. 
part  of  the  French  real  estate*  can  there  be  any  doubt    .!!^V"^^ 
that,  H  the  debtors  personal  estate  were  administered  in    Winchbusa 
a  suit  in  this  Court,  the  heir  would  be  entitled  to  con- 
tribution ?    The  fallacy  of  the  argument  on  the  other 
side,  consists  in  supposing  that  the  payment  of  a  debt 
by  a  foreign  heir,  extinguishes  the  debt,  whereas  the 
effect  of  such  a  payment  is  to  place  the  heir  in  the 
situation  of  the  creditor,  and  to  clothe  him  with  all  the 
creditor's  rights. 

With  respect  to  the  authorities  which  have  been 
cited,  all  that  Balfour  v.  Scott  proves,  is  that  the  Scotch 
law  was  not  heard  for  the  purpose  of  varying  the  rights 
of  the  next  of  kin.  In  that  case  there  was  no  question 
as  between  debtor  and  creditor,  and  the  Court  refused 
altogether  to  import  the  Scotch  law.  In  the  present 
case  the  Scotch  law  must  be  imported,  for  the  purpose 
of  shewing  that  the  heir  was  liable  and  compellable  to 
pay  a  moveable  debt ;  and,  it  being  imported  for  that 
purpose,  it  must  also  be  imported  for  the  purpose  of 
shewing  that  the  heir,  being  compellable  to  pay,  is  also 
entitled,  upon  payment,  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the 
creditor.  Drtmmond  v.  Drummond  is  the  converse  of 
the  present  case;  and  if  the  personal  estate,  out  of 
which  the  heritable  bond  was,  in  the  first  instance,  di- 
rected to  be  paid,  was  relieved  against  the  heir,  why 
should  not  the  heir  be  relieved  against  the  personal 
estate  ?  It  is  said  that  a  heritable  bond  is  a  portion  of 
the  real  estate,  and  distinguishable  from  other  debts ; 
but  is  a  heritable  debt  more  a  portion  of  the  real  estates 
than  the  bond  debt,  which  has  been  paid  by  the  heir,  is 
a  portion  of  the  personal  estate?  Creditors  and  legatees 
take  portions  of  the  personal  estate,  as  much  as  the 
heritable  creditor  takes  a  portion  of  the  real  estate. 
Brodie  v.  Barry  has  no  application  to  the  present  case, 

because 
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18S7*       because  there  the  testator  made  an  express  disposition 

.i^^V^     of  bis  Scotch  estates. 
The  Earl  of 

GABBTvy  ^^  Cfises  where  there  is  a  cof^chts  leguntj  the  Court 

may  baye  either  to  elect  between  the  two  conflicting 
laws  and  apply  one  of  them  to  the  particular  case;  or, 
neither  of  the  conflicting  laws  may  be  separately  appli- 
cable to  the  particular  case^  and  the  Court  may  have  to 
compound  them.  If  the  laws  of  two  countries  agree, 
the  same  rule  is  applicable  to  the  property  situate  in 
either  of  them*  By  the  law  of  Englandy  the  debts  in 
question  are  payable  out  of  the  personal  estate.  By 
the  law  of  Scotland^  the  heir  may  be  compelled  to  pay 
them  in  the  first  instance,  but  ultimately  the  personal 
estate  must  pay  them.  There  is  substantially,  therefore, 
no  conflict  in  this  respect  between  the  two  laws,  and  the 
heir  is  entitled  to  the  same  measure  of  relief  here  as  he 
would  be  in  Scotland. 

Dr.  Storey^  now  an  American  judge,  makes  the  fol- 
lowing observations,  in  his  Commentaries  on  the  con- 
flict of  laws  (a) ;  a  book  of  authority,  and  which  has 
of  late  been  frequently  cited  with  great  respect  in  the 
House  of  Lords. 


*^  In  the  course  of  administrations,  also,  in  different 
countries,  questions  often  arise  as  to  particular  debts, 
whether  they  are  properly  and  ultimately  payable  out 
of  the  personal  estate,  or  are  chargeable  upon  the  real 
estate  of  the  deceased ;  and  in  all  such  cases  the  law  of 
the  domicile  of  the  deceased  will  govern  in  cases  of  in- 
testacy ;  and,  in  cases  of  testacy,  the  intention  of  the 
testator.  A  case,  illustrating  this  doctrine,  occurred  in 
England  many  years  ago.     A  testator,   who  lived  in 

HoUandj 
{fl)  page  449. 
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Holland^  and  was  seised  in  real  estate  there,  and  of  con-        188?« 

siderable  personal  estate  in  EnglantL  devised  all  his    ^J^Y*^^ 

,     ,?,.  1  The  Earl  of 

real  estate  to  one  person,  and  all  his  personal  estate  to   WmcHSLSEA 

another,  whom  he  made  his  executor.  At  the  time  of  ©  *'  -. 
bis  death,  he  owed  some  debts  by  specialty,  and  some 
by  simple  contract  in  Holland^  and  had  no  assets  there 
to  satisfy  those  debts ;  but  his  real  estate  was,  by  the 
laws  of  Holland^  made  liable  for  the  payment  of  simple 
contract,  as  well  as  specialty  debts,  if  there  were  not 
personal  assets  to  answer  the  same.  The  creditors  in 
Holland  sued  the  devisee,  and  obtained  a  decree  for  the 
sale  of  the  lands  devised  for  the  payment  of  their  debts. 
And  then  the  devisee  brought  a  suit  in  England  against 
the  executor  (the  legatee  of  the  personalty),  for  re- 
imbursement out  of  the  personal  estate.  The  Court 
decided  in  his  favour,  upon  the  ground  that  in  Hoi' 
hindf  as  in  England^  the  personal  estate  was  the  pri- 
mary fund  for  the  payment  of  debts,  and  should  come 
in  aid  of  the  real  estate,  and  be  charged  in  the  first 
place,  {a)  In  the  -Scottish  law  a  very  different  prin- 
ciple prevails ;  for  there,  heritable  bonds  are  primarily 
payable  out  of  the  real  estate,  and  the  personal  estate 
of  a  person  domiciled  and  dying  in  England  is  held 
exonerated  from  the  charge  of  a  heritable  bond  made 
by  him  upon  real  estate  in  Scotland^  to  secure  a  debt 
contracted  in  England;  and  the  Scottish  estate  must 
bear  the  burthen."    Drummond  v.  Drummond.  {b) 

The  law  of  the  domicile  must,  no  doubt,  determine 
the  administration  of  the  personal  property  of  the 
debtor,  and  by  that  law  the  personal  property  of  Lady 
Mary  Ker  was,  as  such,  primarily  liable  to  the  payment 
of  her  bond  debts,  as  was  the  real  estate  in  Drummond 

V.  Drum* 

(a)  Anon.  9  Mod.  66.;  Bowa-  (b)  6  Bro.  P,  C.  601.    Toml. 

man  v.  Reeve,  Pr.  in  Ck.  51 7.  edit. 
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V.  Drummond  liable  to  the  payment  of  the  heritable 

TheETlof    ^°*'- 

t,.  Mr.  Fefnoertofif  m  reply. 

Gaabttt. 


Jan.  89.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  facts). 

The  question  in  this  case  arises  upon  the  fact  that 
the  debtor  was  not  domiciled  in  Scoilandj  but  in  Engtand; 
and  it  was  argued  both  as  a  question  of  general  law,  and 
as  a  question  upon  the  principles  of  Scotch  law. 

From  the  inquiry,  directed  by  the  decree,  it  seems 
that  this  Ckiurt  considered  that  the  question  was  to  be 
determined  by  the  law  o(  Scotland ;  and  from  the  inquiry 
directed  by  the  Lord  Ordinary  in  the  relief  suit  in 
Scoilandf  it  seems  that  the  Lord  Ordinary  considered 
that  the  question  was  to  be  determined  by  the  law  of 
England. 

By  the  law  of  England^  the  personal  estate  is  the 
primary  fund  for  the  payment  of  all  debts  contracted 
by  the  deceased  person  whose  estate  it  was. 

By  the  law  o(  ScoUandy  moveable  debts  are  primarily 
and  properly  chargeable  upon  the  personal  estate.  The 
creditor  may,  indeed,  enforce  payment  against  the  real 
estate  in  the  hands  of  the  lieir ;  but,  if  he  does  so,  the 
heir  is  entitled  to  relief  against  the  executors  out  of  the 
personal  estate ;  in  other  words,  according  to  the  law  of 
Scoilandi  the  real  estate,  though  subject  to  the  payment 
of  moveable  debts,  is  only  a  subsidiary  fund  for  the 
purpose  of  payment.  Payment  by  the  heir  does  not 
extinguish  the  debt,  but  vests  in  him  a  right  to  recover 
the  amount  against  the  personal  estate,  and  constitutes 
him  a  creditor  against  the  personal  estate;  and  whether 

he 
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he  can  enforce  payment  agamst  the  personal  estate,        1888. 

which  is  to  be  distributed  according  to  the  laws  of    2!^*^^^^^^ 

,  .  .  1  ,         ,  1  ,        The  Earl  of 

another  country,  which  makes  the  personal  estate  the   Wmchelbba 

primary  fund  for  the  payment  of  debts,  is  the  question.  ^* 

PrimA  facie  there  would  seem  to  be  no  diflScul^ ;  the 
heir,  having  by  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  the  land 
lies,  a  right  to  relief  or  exoneration,  would  seem  to  be  at 
liberty  to  make  that  right  available  in  a  country  where 
the  personal  estate  is  the  primary  fund  for  the  payment 
of  all  debts. 

But  it  is  objected,  that,  m  all  the  opinions  upon  which 
the  finding  of  the  Master  rests,  it  has  been  assumed  that 
the  law  of  domicile  makes  no  difference,  whereas  it  is 
clear  that  the  domicile  determines  the  law  by  which  the 
personal  estate  is  to  be  distributed ;  and  that,  although 
it  be  true  that  in  England  the  personal  estate  must  be 
applied  in  exoneration  of  the  English  heir  of  real  estate, 
yet  that  the  right  of  the  heir  to  be  exoneratecLis  founded 
on  the  law  peculiar  to  England,  and  that  a  foreign  heir 
of  foreign  lands  is  not  entitled  to  the  same  relief  as  an 
English  heir  of  English  lands.  The  law  of  England^ 
it  is  said,  affords  no  relief  to  foreign  real  estate  out  of 
English  personal  estate;  and  although  the  law  of  Scot' 
land  regulates  the  administration  of  the  real  estate,  and 
provides  that  the  real  estate,  if  applied  in  payment  of 
personal  debts,  shall  be  exonerated  out  of  the  personal 
estate,  the  proposition  must  be  limited  to  personal  estate 
.  of  which  the  distribution  is  regulated  according  to  the 
law  of  Scotland,  and  consequently  to  the  personal  estate 
of  debtors  domiciled  in  Scotland. 

Several  cases  were  cited.  They  sufficiently  establish 
the  propositions,  which  are  not  disputed  on  either  side; 
and  Drummond  v.  Drummond  establishes  that  a  Scotch 

Vol.  II.  Y  hair 
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The  Earl  of 

WiNCMBUEJ 

V. 

Garbtty* 


1838.  heir  is  ultimately  liable  to  pay  heritable  debts  which 
haye,  in  the  first  instance^  been  paid  out  of  the  personal 
WiNCMBUEA  estate  distributable  according  to  the  law  of  England; 
but  no  case  has  occurred  in  which  it  has  been  decided 
that  the  Scotch  heir,  having  paid  moveable  debts,  is 
entitled  to  be  relieved  out  of  the  personal  estate  distri- 
butable accordmg  to  the  law  of  England  ;  and  that  is  the 
question  here. 

The  pek*sonal  estate  is  taken  by  the  adminbtratort 
according  to  the  law  oi  England^  subject  to  the  payment 
of  all  the  debts  of  the  intestate. 

The  real  estate  is  taken  by  the  heir,  according  to  the 
law  of  Scotlandi  subject  to  the  payment  of  all  moveable 
debts,  but  with  a  right  of  relief  out  of  the  personal  estate, 
and  subject  to  the  payment  of  all  heritable  debts  without 
such  right  of  relief. 

As  to  the  heritable  debts,  in  respect  of  which  there 
is  no  such  right  of  relief,  the  heir  is  not  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  English  law,  which  makes  the  personal 
estate  subject  to  the  payment  of  all  debts.  The  5^^ 
law,  which  makes  the  heir  ultimately  liable  to  the  pay- 
ment of  such  debts,  and  which  governs  the  distribution 
of  the  real  estate,  prevails  in  favour  of  the  persons 
entitled  to  the  personal  estate  distributable  according  to 
the  law  of  England^ 

As  to  personal  debts,  in  respect  of  which  there  is  such 
right  to  relief,  the  English  law  subjects  the  personal 
estate  to  all  debts ;  the  Scotch  law  relieves  the  real  estate 
as  far  it  can  consistently  with  the  claims  of  the  creditors. 
The  heir,  by  paying,  satisfies  the  creditor,  but  at  the 
same  time  acquires  for  himself  a  right  of  demand  against 
the  executor ;  he  may,  if  he  pleases,  take  an  assignation 

of 
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of  the  debt,  and  make  it  available;    bat  that  is  not        1838. 

necessary,   because,   without  any  assignation,  bis  own  ^^^^"^e 

claim  to  relief  subsists  and  constitutes  him  a  creditor  Wihcbkuma 
against  the  personal  estate.  Gaurtt 

Under  these  circumstances  the  question  does  not 
appear  to  me  to  be  fully  stated,  when  it  is  said  to  be 
whether  a  foreign  heir  of  foreign  lands  is  entitled  to  the 
same  relief  as  an  English  heir  of  English  lands.  The 
case  is,  that  a  foreign  heir  of  foreign  lands  is,  in  respect 
of  those  lands,  subsidiarily  liable  to  pay  debts  to  which 
the  personal  estate,  distributable  according  to  the  law 
of  England^  is  primarily  liable;  and  that,  having  paid 
the  debt,  he  is  by  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  the 
land  lies  constituted  a  creditor  upon  the  personal  estate 
distributable  according  to  the  law  of  that  country.  And 
it  is  under  these  circumstances,  and  without  reference 
to  English  tenures,  or  the  title  to  exoneration  which  an 
English  heir  may  possess,  that  the  question  arises, 
whether  the  subsidiary  debtor,  or  the  person  who  by 
the  law  of  a  foreign  country  is  constituted  surety  for  the 
pajrment  of  debts,  primarily  chargeable  on  another  fund, 
and  paying  the  debts  by  force  of,  and  according  to  the 
law  which  constitutes  him  a  creditor  upon  that  other 
fund,  is  or  is  not  entitled  to  make  his  title  as  creditor 
available  in  another  country,  where  the  personal  estate 
is  distributable,  and  where  the  law  makes  the  personal 
estate  primarily  liable  to  the  payment  of  all  debts.  And, 
upon  consideration  of  the  case,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
right  of  relief  or  demand  against  the  personal  estate, 
which  in  the  administration  of  the  real  estate  by  the  law 
of  Scotland  is  vested  in  the  heir  who  has  paid  moveable 
debts,  is  capable  of  being  made  available  in  England, 
where  the  personal  estate  is  the  primary  fund  for  the 
payment  of  all  debts. 

Y2  In 
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1888.  In  this  case  the  personal  estate  seems  to  have  been 

^^^iT'^v^^^f  principally,  if  not  wholly,  in  England;  but  whether  in 
WiNCBXLSBA  England  or  in  Scotland^  it  was,  by  reason  of  the  domicile, 
G  UTTT  ^  ^  administered  according  to  the  law  of  England,  and 
it  was  with  reference  to  this,  that  the  judges  of  the 
Court  of  Session  asked  the  opinion  of  English  lawyers 
before  their  decbion  in  the  relief  suit;  and  in  relying 
upon  that  decision,  and  the  several  opinions  which  are 
set  forth  in  the  report,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the 
evidence  before  the  Master  was  not  sufficient  to  support 
the  conclusion  at  which  he  has  arrived ;  and  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  exceptions  must  be  overruled,  and  that, 
upon  the  petition,  the  report  must  be  confirmed.  And 
I  think  that  an  order  should  be  made  for  the  application 
of  the  personal  estate  of  Lady  Maty  Ker  in  satbfaction 
of  her  share  of  the  personal  debts  which  have  been  paid 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  her  real  estates  in  Scotland  i  and 
the  amount  thereof,  if  not  already  ascertained,  ought  now 
to  be  ascertained  by  proper  inquiries  before  the 
Master.  The  argument  having  been  employed  upon 
the  question  of  right,  nothing  was  said  upon  the  details, 
and  without  further  assistance  from  the  bar  I  am  unable 
to  state  whether  the  sums  are  correctly  stated  in  the 
petition,  (a) 

(a)  See  Burg^t  Commentariti  on  Colatmil  and  Foreign  Lmmt, 
vol.  Iv.  p.  78S.  et  feq. 


NIAS  V.  The  NORTHERN  and  EASTERN  RAIL- 
WAY Company. 

THE  decision  in  this  case  (b)  was  appealed  from,  and 
affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor. 
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O'NEILL  V.  LUCAS.  i838. 

March  ZOy  51  m 

CfTUCLEY  LUCAS,  by  bis  will,  dated  the  6th  of  May  ^^^^^ 

^   1809,  gave  and  bequeathed  to  the  trustees  therein  stock  to  trus- 

named,  certain  government  stock  and  annuities  to  which  ^»  |||  ^'^ 

he  was  entitled  under  his  marriage  settlement,  and  the  his  bankers  to 

sum  of  1500/.  secured  by  a  mortgage,  upon  trust  to  divSends,^Bnd 

apply  the  dividends  and  interest,  or  such  part  thereof,  invest  the 

as  they  should  think  proper,  to  the  maintenance  and  time  to  time 

education   of  his   son  Bobert  Tristram  Lucas,  till  he  in  the  pur- 
chase of  more 
should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-four  years,  and  then  to  capital  in  the 

apply  the  whole  of  the  dividends  and  interest  for  the  «"e»tock,to 

*  *^  •'  be  accumu- 

use  and  benefit  of  his  said  son,  with  power  to  settle  the  lated  for  so 

whole  or  any  part  of  the  dividends  and  interest  for  the  Sf  "^/should* 

benefit  of  any  woman  he  should  marry,  upon  the  con*  live;  and  after 

ditions  therein  mentioned ;  and  after  the  death  of  Bobert  m.J^  in  trust, 

Tristram  lAtcas,  or  after  the  death  of  any  such  woman  ^^  W  ^^^t 
.,,-..,,  .  ^  3000/.  stock, 

as  aforesaid,  if  she  should  survive,  upon  trust  to  pay  with  the  in- 

and  apply  the  whole  of  the  dividends  and  interest  to  ^^ccunmS- 

tbe  maintenance  and  education  of  all  and  every  the  cbiU  tions,to  i7. 7. 

dren  of  Bobert  Tristram  Lmcos,  until  they  should  re-  ^^^  ^^  ^taS 

spectively  attain  the  aire  of  twenty-one,  and  then  to  tator.afterdis- 
.  ,  ^      ,  1         .  .  .        posmg  of  other 

assign  and  transfer  the  government  stock  and  annuities,  parts  of  his 

and  mortgage  money,  unto  and  among  all  such  children  Pl^^^^)^'  ^^^t 
equally  as  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one ;  and  in  his  personal 
case  any  of  them  should  die  under  twenty-^one,  the  share  ^t^^^^\^\^ 
or  shares  of  him,  her,  or  them  so  dying,  to  be  equally  iwue.  Twenty- 
divided  among  the  survivors  who  sihould  attain  that  elapsed  ft^om 
age ;  and  if  all  but  one  should  die  under  twenty-one,  J^®  ^^^^  °^ 
then  the  whole  to  the  surviving  child  who  should  attain  andAT.  J.  was 

the  income  of  the  50OOL  stock,  and  accumulations,  after  the  twentv-one  years, 
and  until  the  death  of  M,  J^  was  undisposed  o^  and  belonged  to  the  residuary 
legatees 

YS 
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18S8.  twenty-one.     And  if  his  son  Robert  Tristram  Lucas 

Q^^^^  shoald  leave  no  child  who  should  attain  twaity-one^  then 

V.  upon  trust  to  assign  and  transfer  the  government  stock 


Lucas. 


and  annuities,  and  mortgage  money,  unto  all  and  every 
the  children  of  his  son  Stuckley  Tristram  Lucasj  except 
his  eldest  son,  in  like  manner  as  thereinbefore  directed ; 
and  if  there  should  be  no  child  of  Stuckley  Tristram 
LucaSf  who  should  attain  twenty-one,  then  to  the  ex- 
ecutors, administrators,  and  assigns  of  his  son  Robert 
Tristram  Lucas.  And  the  testator  gave  and  bequeathed 
to  other  trustees  therein  named,  the  sum  of  70002.  three 
per  cent  consolidated  Bank  annuities,  upon  trust,  aa 
to  3000/.  part  thereof,  to  authorize  Messrs.  ChUd  and 
Co.,  bankers,  to  receive  the  dividends  thereof  half 
yearly,  and  to  invest  the  same,  from  time  to  time  as 
the  same  should  be  received,  in  the  purchase  of  more 
capital  in  the  same  stock,  in  the  names  of  the  said  trustees 
and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  his  executors  and 
administrators,  in  order  to  consolidate  with  the  original 
capital  all  such  dividends  so  received  for  so  many  years 
as  Mary  Jacob  should  happen  to  live ;  and,  after  the 
death  of  Mary  Jacobs  upon  trust,  to  pay,  apply,  assign, 
and  transfer  the  said  3000/.  consolidated  Bank  annuities 
increased  and  consolidated  with  the  accumulations  of 
the  dividends  thereof,  and  the  dividends,  income,  and 
produce  thereof  to  arise  and  be  received  in  respect  of  the 
same,  unto  and  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  testator's 
son,  Robert  Tristram  Lucas^  and  his  issue,  in  the  manner 
and  subject  to  the  powers,  provisos,  and  regulations 
thereinbefore  declared  concerning  his  government  stock, 
and  annuities,  and*mortgage  money.  And  the  testator, 
after  disposing  of  other  parts  of  his  property,  gave  the 
residue  and  remainder  of  such  personal  estate  as  he 
should  die  possessed  of,  and  which  should  not  be  given 
and  disposed  of  by  that,  his  will,  to  the  same  trustees 
(whom  he  also  appointed  his  executors),  upon  trust,  to 
be  by  them  paid,  applied,  and  disposed  of,  to  and  for 

the 
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the  benefit  of  his  said  son,  Bobert  Tristram  Lucas^  and 
his  issue,  in  like  manner  as  the  said  government  stock 
and  annuities,  and  mortgage  money,  and  the  annual 
income  thereof  were  thereinbefore  directed  to  be  paid 
and  applied  for  his  and  their  use. 

More  than  twenty-one  years  had  elapsed  since  the 
death  of  the  testator,  and  Mary  Jacob  was  still  living, 
and  a  Defendant  in  this  suit  The  question  in  the  cause 
was,  to  whom  the  income  of  the  3000/.  stock,  and  of  the 
accumulations  thereof,  from  the  period  at  which  the 
direction  for  accumulation  was  void  under  the  statute 
until  the  death  of  Mary  Jacoby  would  belong. 

Mr.  PenAertouy  for  the  Plaintiffs,  who  were  the  chil- 
dren of  one  of  the  testator's  next  of  kin,  cited  Macdonald 
V.  Bryce  (a)  where  the  point  was  similar  to  that  now 
raised;  and  the  Court  decided  that  the  income,  after  the 
period  allowed  by  law  for  accumulation  had  ceased,  went 
to  the  next  of  kin. 


1838. 


Mr.  Stuartj  for  parties  whose  annuities  were  charged 
upon  the  testator's  residuary  personal  estate,  said,  that 
this  case  was  distinguishable  from  Macdonald  v.  Bryce. 
There  the  excessive  accumulation  was  directed  by  the 
residuary  clause,  and  for  that  reason  the  income  be- 
yond the  period  allowed  by  law  was  held  to  belong  to 
the  next  of  kin.  Here  the  unlawful  accumulation  was 
directed  by  a  clause  in  the  will;  and  the  residuary  lega- 
tees were  consequently  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
failure.  The  income  of  the  accumulations  of  the  3000/. 
stock,  afler  the  twenty-one  years,  and  until  the  death' 
of  Mary  Jacoby  would  form  part  of  the  capital  of  the 
residue.    Crandey  v.  Crcnoley.  (b) 

Mr. 
(a)  ntprh^  page  S7S.  {fi)  7  Sim.  487. 

y  4 
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y}^^^         Mr.  KindersUyj  for  the  Defendant  Bobert  Tristram 
CNfiiLL      Lojuuzsy  contended  that  he  and  his  children  took  a  vested 
^*  interest  in  the  legacy  of  3000/.  stock,  and  the  accumu- 

lations, their  enjoyment  only  being  postponed  until  after 
the  death  of  Mary  Jacobs  and  that  they  were  entitled  to 
the  income  after  the  period  at  which  the  direction  for 
accumulation  ceased  to  be  lawful,  and  also  to  the  in- 
come of  the  lawful  accumulation,  until  the  event  should 
happen  when  they  would  be  entitled  to  the  capital  and 
the  accumulations.  The  cases  cited  were  cases  in  which 
the  interest  of  the  legatees,  claiming  to  be  entitled  to 
the  excessive  accumulations,  was  contingent  and  not 
vested. 

Mr.  Benson^  for  the  Defendant  Mary  Jacob. 

Mr.  Beihdly  for  other  Defendants. 


Man^  31.  J%e  Master  of  the  Rolls  decided  that  the  income 
of  the  SOOO/.  stock,  after  the  period  allowed  by  hiw  for 
accumulation  had  elapsed,  and  until  the  death  of  Mary 
Jacobj  was  undisposed  of,  and  consequently,  in  this  case, 
belonged  to  the  residuary  legatees.  The  income  of 
the  accumulations  would  form  part  of  the  capital  of  the 
residue. 
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1838. 

READ  v.  TREACHER.  Mnrdi  31. 


1^*R.  PEMBERTON  moved  for  leave  to  amend  the  Anapplication 

-^"-  biU  by  striking  out  the  name  of  the  PlaintiflF,  James  Sj^Sy  "* 

iZtfo^,  who  had  been  joined  as  a  co-Plaintiff  with  his  Btrikingout 

wife  Martha  Beadf  the  suit  being  instituted  to  recover  a  plaintiff;  must 

legacy  given  to  her  separate  use ;  by  making  the  wife  JJ  "JJ**« '® 

sue  by  a  next  friend ;  and  by  making  the  husband  a  Blaster  hafing 

Defendant.  "''i"™^'^!!''^ 

nnaer  the  5  & 

4fr.4.  C.94. 
Mr.  Kinderdey  objected  that  this  was  an  application  i°  f  matter 
which,  by  the  thirteenth  and  fourteenth  sections  of  the  have  the  ^ect 

S  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  94.,  was  within  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  altering  the 

tituatiOD  of 
of  the  Master,  and  ought  not  to  have  been  made  to  the  the  defendant 

Court    The  common  order  to  amend  had  been  ob-  ]«"th.r«pcct 

to  tiu  tecuniy 
tained,  and  the  amendment  might  have  been   made  forcoiu. 

under  that  order. 


Mr.  Pembertony  in  reply,  said  it  was  settled  that  the 
name  of  a  Plaintiff  could  not  be  struck  out  under  the 
common  order,  for  that  was  an  amendment  which  dimi- 
nished the  Defendant's  security  as  to  costs. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that  the  Master's 
jurisdiction  in  applications  for  leave  to  amend  was  ex- 
clusive in  those  cases  only  where  mere  amendment  was 
the  object  of  the  application.  If  any  thing  was  sought 
besides  the  amendment,  as  in  a  motion  for  leave  to 
amend  without  prejudice  to  the  injunction  (a),  the  ap- 
plication must  be  made  to  the  Court.  The  effect  of 
granting  an  application  for  leave  to  amend,  by  striking 

out 
(a)  Red  V.  Edwardetj  1  Keen^  465. 
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18S8.  out  the  name  of  a  Plaintiff,  was  to  alter  the  Defendant's 
situation  with  respect  to  his  security  for  costs,  and  this 
was  a  matter  in  which  the  Master  had  no  jurisdiction. 
The  Plaintiff's  motion  was  properly  made  to  the  Court; 
but,  the  object  of  the  motion  being  to  correct  an  error 
in  the  frame  of  the  suit,  the  Plaintiff  must  pay  the  costs 
of  the  applicadon. 


* 


March  51.  HALE  V.  LEWIS. 

A  bill  having    TkJTR.  GIRDLESTONE  presented  a  petition,  pray- 
with  costs  on  uig  that  the  cause  might  be  agam  set  down  to  be 

the  non-  heard,  the  bill  having  been  dismissed  with  costs  in  the 

Sipearance  of 
e  Plwntiff's   absence  of  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor.     The  affidavit,  by 

solidtM^  the     ^j^j^j^  ^^  petition  was  supported,  stated  that  the  Plain- 

cause  WoSy 

upon  a  ped-     tiff's  solicitor  was  compelled,  on  the  day  upon  which  the 

by  affilfmC^    cause  came  on  to  be  heard,  to  attend  at  the  trial  of  an 

orderedyunder  indictment  involving  the  life  of  a  person ;  that  he  had 

stances,  to  be    watched  the  cause  for  several  days ;  and  that  the  dismissal 

set  down  again  ^jf  ^^  i,ill,  under  circumstances  which  afforded  no  op- 
to  be  heard  '  .        /.   i  i    r         T 

upon  payment  portunity  for  bringing  the  merits  of  the  case  before  the 

the^PWniSfr.     Court,  arose  from  his  having  changed  his  managing 
clerk. 

Mr.  Pembertoriy  contra. 

Tlie  Master  of  the  Rolls  thought  that,  under  the 
circumstances,  he  might  order  the  cause  to  be  set 
down  again  to  be  heard,  upon  payment  of  costs  by  the 
Plaintiff. 
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CHERRY  V.  BOULTBEE.  March  s. 

April  6. 

riATHERINE  FRANCES  BOULTBEE,  by  her  ^^;^^'^ 
^-^   will,  dated  in  the  month  of  December  1821,  gave  ^.,  his  sister, 
and  bequeathed  to  the  Rev.  Bichard  Moore  Botdtbee,  JgSr^He''^ 
and  WiUiam  Bradlet/y  all  her  personal  estate,  upon  trust,  became  bank- 
that  they,  Bichard  Moore  BouUbee,  and  WiUiam  Bradkjf,  SSrtl^dter 
or  the  survivor  of  them,  his  executors  and  adminis-  bis^kruptcy 
trators,  should,  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after  her  will, 
her  decease,  sell,  dispose  of,  and  convert  into  money,  ^*'«reby  she 
so  much  thereof  as  should  not  consist  of  money,  and  of  500/.  and 
receive,  recover,  and  get  in  all  such  debts  and  sums  of  cxecuton**?n 

money  as  should  be  due  and  owing  to  her  at  the  time  trust  to  pay 
<•!        1  f  ,  the  interest 

of  her  decease  from  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever;  thereof,  (as  to 

and  upon  further  trust,  in  the  first  place  out  of  the  ^«  ^P^-  ^^w; 
-»  r  ^g  decease  of 

monies  so  collected  and  received,  to  pay  and  cjischai^  her  mother,) 

all  her  just  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses »  h^  kt'^'  ^^ 

and  upon  further  trust,  to  invest  the  sum  of  2000/.  in  the  out  |>ower  of 

public  funds,  or  upon  government  or  real  securities,  and  JlSd freefrom 

to  stand  possessed  of  the  trust  monies,  upon  trust,  to  hisdebu;and 

pay,  apply,  and  dispose  of  the  interest,  dividends,  and  ^ease  to  pay 

yearly  produce  thereof  to  her  mother  Catherine  Botdtbee.  ^^  principal 
•^  to  such  pcr- 

during  her  life;  and  after  her  decease,  upon  trust,  to  sell  sons  as  be 

out,  or  call  in  and  compel  payment  of  the  principal  sum  ^^Jf  ^^  • 

of  IBOOLj  part  thereof  for  the  purposes  therein  men-  default  of  ap- 

tioned,    and    the  sum    of   500/.    residue    thereof,    in  Eu  ewcutow 

augmentation  of  the  fund  thereinafter  directed  to  be  andadmi- 

raised,  with  the  sum  of  2000/.  next  thereinafter  directed  his  and  i^ei?^ 

fY)  own  use  and 
benefit. 
71  B,  died  without  having  obtained  his  certificate,  and  without  haying  attempted 
to  make  any  appointment : 

Held,  that  the  executors  of  the  testatrix  had  no  right  to  set  off  the  debt  due 
from  T.  B.  to  the  testatrix  against  the  legacies,  but  that  the  assignee  of  T.  B.  was 
entitled  to  so  much  of  the  legacies  as  the  assets  were  sufficient  to  pay. 
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1838.        to  be  invested  by  her  said  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  her 

^^ITV^^    brother  TTumas  BouUbee^  and  which  she  willed  should 
Cherry 

V.  be  held  upon  the  same  trusts  as  the  same  fund  of  2000/. 

BouLTBEE.  would  bj  that  her  will  be  declared,  and  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  originally  bequeathed  therewith.  And 
she  thereby  directed  and  declared  that  her  trustees,  or 
the  survivor,  &c.  should,  out  of  the  residue  of  the 
monies  from  her  personal  estate  as  aforesaid^  place  out 
and  invest,  in  their  or  his  names  or  name,  the  sum  of 
2000/.  in  the  public  funds,  or  upon  government  or  real 
securities,  and  stand  possessed  of  the  trust  monies,  upon 
trust,  yearly  and  every  year  during  the  natural  life  of 
her  brother  Thomas  Baultbee^  to  receive  the  interest, 
dividends,  and  annual  produce  thereof,  and  pay  the 
same,  by  equal  half-yearly  payments  in  each  year,  into 
the  proper  hands  of  TTiomas  BouUbeCy  and  obtain  his 
receipt  for  the  same,  without  the  same  being  liable  to 
be  assigned  or  charged  by  Thomas  Boultbee  in  antici- 
pation; it  being  her  mind  and  will  that  Thomas  Boultbee 
should  not  have  any  power  at  any  time  to  charge  In 
anticipation,  or  assign  the  said  half-yearly  payments  to 
any  person  or  persons ;  and  that  the  same  should  not 
be  in  any  manner  liable  or  subject  to  his  debts,  con- 
tracts, or  engagements :  and  after  the  decease  of  Thomas 
BouUbeey  upon  trust,  to  pay  and  transfer  the  last-men- 
tioned principal  trust  monies  unto  and  among  such 
person  or  persons  as  Tliomas  Boultbee  should,  by  deed 
or  will,  appoint;  and  in  default  of  such  appointment, 
unto  the  executors  or  administrators  of  Thomas  Boult- 
bee^  to  and  for  his  and  their  own  use  and  benefit  And 
the  testatrix  appointed  Bichard  Moore  Boultbee,  and 
William  Bradley,  executors  of  her  will. 

The  testatrix  died  in  the  month  oT  January  1823,  and 
her  will  was  proved  by  the  executors  named  therein. 

Catherine 
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Catherine  BouUbee^  the  testatrix's  mother,  died  in  the 
month  of  January  1828;  and,  after  her  death,  the  ex- 
ecutors of  the  testatrix  paid  to  Thomas  BouUbee  the  in- 
terest of  a  sum  of  1267/.  IO5.  until  the  year  1853,  when 
thev  received  notice  of  the  claim  of  the  Plaintiff. 


S21 


1838. 


At  the  date  of  the  will,  Thomas  BouUbee^  the  legatee 
named  therein,  was  indebted  to  the  testatrix  in  the  sum 
of  1878/.  5&,  for  which  he  gave  a  charge  on  certain 
real  estate,  subject  to  prior  incumbrances. 

Shortly  before  the  date  of  the  will,  and  on  the  13th 
o{  November  1821,  a  commission  of  bankrupt  was  issued 
against  Thomas  Boultbee^  under  which  he  was  declared 
a  bankrupt,  and  the  Plaintiff  became  assignee  of  his 
estate  and  effects.  The  testatrix  did  not  prove  h^r 
debt  under  the  commbsion.  Thomas  BouUbee  went 
abroad  shortly  after  the  date  of  the  commission,  and  he 
died  in  the  month  of  December  1833,  without  having 
obtained  his  certificate,  and  without  having  made  any 
appointment  by  dee4  or  will  of  the  sums  of  500/.  and 
2000A,  bequeathed  to  him  under  the  will  of  the  testatrix. 

llie  bill  was  filed  by  Edward  Cherry^  the  assignee  of 
the  estate  and  effects  of  Thomas  BouUbee^  against  the 
executors  and  trustees  of  the  testatrix ;  and  it  prayed, 
that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  declared  entitled  to  the  sum 
of  20002.,  with  interest,  from  one  year  after  the  death  of 
the  testatrix,  and  to  the  sum  of  500iL,  with  interest,  from 
the  death  of  Catherine  BouUbee^  and  for  payment  of 
what  should  be  due  to  him  in  respect  of  such  sums  and 
interest ;  and  if  the  Defendants  should  not  admit  assets, 
for  the  usual  accounts. 


The  testatrix's  estate  was  insufficient  for  the  payment 
in  full  of  the  legacies  of  2000/.  and  500/.,  given  for  the 

benefit 
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1838.  benefit  of  Thomas  Bodtbee^  there  being  only  the  before- 
mentioned  sum  of  1267/.  1 0&  applicable  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  same;  and  the  question  in  the  cause  was,  whether 
the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  that  sum,  or  whether  the 
Defendants  were  entitled  to  set  off  the  debt  due  from 
Thomas  BouUbee  to  the  testatrix,  which,  together  with 
interest,  exceeded  the  sum  of  25002.  against  the  chum 
of  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Ccle^  for  the  Plaintiff,  con-» 
tended  that  there  was  no  ground  for  the  claim  of  set-off 
raised  by  the  Defendants  in  their  answers.  The  testa- 
trix had  the  benefit  of  the  charge  upon  Thomas  BouU* 
be^s  real  estate ;  and,  after  his  bankruptcy,  she  did  not 
think  fit  to  prove  her  debt  against  his  estate.  £3ie 
intended  by  the  legacies  given  to  the  bankrupt  to  make 
a  provision  for  him ;  and,  if  he  had  obtained  his  certifi- 
cate at  her  death,  her  intention  would  have  been  eflbcted* 
In  the  result,  the  legacies  vested  in  the  Plamtiff;  but 
neither  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  or  at  the  death  of 
the  testatrix,  was  there  any  mutual  debt  and  credit  whidi 
could  be  the  subject  of  setK)ff.  If  the  bankrupt  had 
obtained  bis  certificate  before  the  death  of  the  testatrix, 
could  it  be  contended  that  he  must  have  paid  the  debt 
to  the  executors,  before  he  could  have  claimed  the 
interest  given  to  him  by  the  will  ?  If  not,  the  assignee 
stands  in  his  place,  and  is  entitled  to  the  legacies,  free 
from  the  claim  of  set-off.  In  Ex  parte  Blagden  {a\  it 
was  held,  that  a  husband  could  not  set  off  a  debt  due 
from  the  bankrupt  to  his  wife,  dum  sohj  against  a  debt 
due  from  himself  to  the  bankrupt. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Laamdesj  for  the  Defendant 
Sichard  Moore  Boidtbee,  insisted  that  Thomas  BouUbee^ 

if 
(a)  9Boie,%49. 
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if  the  legacies  had  vested  in  him,  would  have  been 
liable  to  pay  the  debt,  and  that  the  assignee  could  not 
be  in  a  better  situation  than  the  bankrupt  In  Jeffz  v. 
Wood  (a),  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  to  whom  a  legacy 
had  been  left,  and  who  also  was  indebted  to  the  testator, 
filed  a  bill  for  the  legacy ;  and  it  was  held  that  the 
assignees  were  entitled  to  only  so  much  of  the  legacy  as 
remained  after  deducting  what  was  due  to  the  testator. 
In  Banking  v.  Barnard  (i),  the  testatrix  gave  a  legacy 
to  the  wife  of  one  who  was  largely  indebted  to  the 
testatrix,  and  who  afterwards  became  bankrupt.  On 
the  death  of  the  wife,  the  assignees  filed  a  bill  against 
the  executors  for  the  payment  of  the  legacy ;  and  it  was 
held,  that,  as  against  the  husband,  the  executors  would 
have  had  a  right  to  set  off  the  debt  due  from  the  hus- 
band to  the  estate  of  the  testatrix  against  the  legacy, 
and  that  they  had  ^  the  same  right  against  the  as- 
signees. 

Esp  parte  Man  (c)  was  a  direct  authority  to  shew,  that 
a  debt,  due  from  a  legatee  who  becomes  bankrupt,  is  to 
be  set  off  against  the  legacy.  In  that  case  a  testator, 
who  had  proved  a  debt  of  424/.  against  the  separate 
estate  of  a  bankrupt,  bequeathed  to  the  bankrupt,  before 
he  obtained  his  certificate,  the  sum  of  200/L  The  tes- 
tator's executor  having  received,  under  the  commission, 
a  dividend  of  Ss.  in  the  pound  upon  the  whole  debt, 
and  having  refused  to  pay  the  legacy  to  the  assignee,  the 
Vice-chancellor,  upon  the  petition  of  the  assignee, 
ordered  the  proof  to  be  reduced  to  2242.,  and  directed 
the  executor  to  refund  the  excess  of  dividend.  By  the 
will,  Thomas  BouUbee  had  only  a  power  of  appointment 
over  the  corpus  of  the  25002i,  which,  if  the  power  was 

not 

(a)  8  P.  Wmi,  138.  (c)  MofU.  ^  M*Arih.  SIO. 

\b)  5  Mad.  32. 
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not  exercised,  was  given  to  the  executors  and  adimnis- 
trators  for  their  own  use  and  benefit 

Mr.  Tifnuy  and  Mr,  Iksmerf  for  the  Defendant 
Bradley. 

Mr.  Pemberton%  in  reply. 

Where  personal  property  is  given  to  a  man  for  life, 
with  a  power  of  appointment,  and  in  default  of  appoint- 
ment to  his  executors  and  administrators,  the  legatee, 
by  analogy  to  the  rule  as  to  real  estate,  will  take  an  abso- 
lute interest :  Kirkpatrick  v.  Capel.  (a)  As  to  the  words, 
<*  own  use  and  benefit,"  they  are  preceded  by  the  words 
<*  his  and  their;"  and  it  is  clear  that  no  interest  was 
intended  to  be  given  to  the  executors  and  administrators, 
except  for  the  benefit  of  the  person  whom  they  should 
represent.  Unless  the  testatrix  intended  that  the  debt 
should  be  set  oflP  against  the  benefit  given  to  the  bank- 
rupt— in  other  words,  unless  she  intended  to  render 
the  provision  she  made  for  him  by  her  will  nugatory,  it 
is  impossible  to  contend  successfully  that  the  executors 
are  entitled  to  set  off  the  debt  against  the  claim  of  the 
assignee  whose  interest  must  be  identical  with  that  of 
the  bankrupt 


Aprii  6.  The  Master  qfthe  Rolls. 

The  question  in  the  cause  is,  whether  the  Defend- 
ants, the  executors  of  Catherine  Frances  BouUbee^  have 
a  right  to  set  off  the  legacies  given  to  the  uncertificated 
bankrupt  against  the  debt  due  from  him  to  the  testatrix 
at  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that 
they  have  not     The  debt  due  to  the  testatrix  was  due 

at 
{a)  Cited  in  Sugd,  Pow.  vol.i.  p.  79.  6th  edit. 


BOULTBEB. 


\ 
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at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy.     The  testatrix  had  a        1838. 
right  to  prove  the  debt  under  the  commission,  and  the      ^^^^ 
bankrupt's  estate  bad  no  xlaim  whatever  against  her.  v. 

Afterwards,  desiring  to  make  a  provision  for  the  bank- 
rupt, who  was  her  brother,  she  made  a  will,  which,  if 
he  had  obtained  his  certificate,  would  have  given  liim 
an  absolute  right  to  the  legacies ;  and  clearly  her  inten- 
tion was  to  protect  him  against  his  creditors.  But  he 
never  obtained  his  certificate;  and  that  right,  which 
would  have  been  his,  if  he  had  done  so,  became  vested 
in  his  assignee ;  that  is,  by  an  event  (the  death  of  the 
testatrix  having  made  this  will)  which  took  place  after 
the  bankruptcy,  the  assignee  became  entftled  to  claim 
and  sue  for  the  legacy ;  and  as  the  legacy  was  never  an 
interest  vested  in  the  bankrupt,  and  is  now  only  a  right 
of  suit  in  the  assignee,  I  think  there  is  no  right  of  set- 
off, and  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  so  much  of 
the  legacies  as  the  assets  are  sufficient  to  pay. 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  debt  has  ever  been  proved, 
and  at  the  hearing  nothing  was  said  as  to  the  right  of 
proof.  Subject  to  any  thing  which  the  parties  may  be 
inclined  to  address  to  me  on  that  point,  I  think  that  the 
executors  have  a  right  to  prove,  and  to  deduct  the  divi- 
dend payable  on  the  proof  from  the  amount  of  the  sum 
which  they  are  liable  to  pay. 

The  conclusion  to  which  I  have  come  in  this  case 
appears  to  differ  from  the  conclusion  of  Sir  John  Leachf 
in  Ejc  parte  Man ;  and,  if  there  were  no  special  cir- 
cumstances in  that  case,  must,  I  am  afraid,  be  con- 
sidered as  inconsistent  with  it 
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A  plea  and 
answer  were 
ordered  to 
stand  for  an 
answer,  with 
liberty  to  the 
Plaintiff  to 
except;  and 
the  order  was 
silent  as  to 
costs. 

A  motion 
to  ha?e  the 
costs  occa- 
sioned by  the 
plea  and 
answer  taxed, 
and  that  the 
Defendant 
mieht  be 
ordered  to 
■  pay  the  same 
when  taxed, 
was  refused* 


YARNALL  v.  ROSE. 

npHE  plea  and  answer  of  the  Defendants  were  or- 
^    dered,  at  the  hearing,  to  stand  for  an  answer,  with 
liberty  to  the  Plaintiff  to  except.     No  order  was  made 
as  to  costs. 

Mr.  Coleridge^  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  now  moved 
that  the  Master  might  be  directed  to  tax  the  costs  oc- 
casioned by  the  Defendant's  plea  and  answer,  and  that 
the  Defendants  might  be  ordered  to  pay  such  costs 
when  taxed.  He  relied  on  Howling  v.  Butler  {a)  as  an 
authority  which  must  govern  this  case,  none  of  the  new 
orders  applying  to  a  case  where  the  plea  has  been  or- 
dered to  stand  for  an  answer. 

Mr.  Pemberlon^  contrdj  said  that,  no  order  as  to  costs 
having  been  made  at  the  hearing  of  the  plea  and  answer, 
this  application  was  in  fact  an  application  for  a  supple- 
mental order  in  the  absence  of  all  the  circumstances 
which  could  enable  the  Court  to  judge  of  the  merits 
of  the  case.  In  Wyatfs  Practical  Register  {p)  it  was 
said  that  where  a  plea  was  ordered  to  stand  for  an- 
swer, costs  were  seldom  given  on  either  side.  In  the 
present  case,  the  order  had  been  drawn  up,  passed,  and 
entered ;  and  the  Court  must  be  presumed  to  have  ex- 
ercised its  discretion  in  making  no  order  as  to  costs. 
In  Howling  v.  Butler  it  did  not  appear  that  the  order 
was  drawn  up,  and  the  application  might  have  been 
made  to  vary  the  minutes  under  circumstances  not  ap- 
pearing in  the  report. 

Mr. 


(a)  QMad.S4S. 


(*)  page350<f 
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Mr.  CotetidgCf  in  reply. 

In  Howling  ▼•  Butler  the  difficulty  arose  in  applying 
for  a  subpoena  for  pa}rn]ent  of  costs,  a  circumstance 
which  shewed  that  the  order  must  have  been  drawn  up ; 
and  the  attention  of  the  Court  was  distinctly  drawn  to 
the  passage  in  the  Practical  Register^  and  to  other 
authorities  upon  the  point. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  there  was  nothing  to 
support  this  application  except  the  case  before  Sir  Tho- 
mas Plumerj  which  had  been  cited  at  the  bar.  The 
question  of  costs  ought  to  have  been  decided  at  the  time 
the  plea  and  answer  were  ordered  to  stand  for  an  an- 
swer; and  as  nothing  was  said  as  to  costs  in  the  order, 
the  present  application  could  not  be  entertained  without 
a  rehearing  of  the  case.  His  Lordship  said  he  would 
inquire  into  the  practice,  and,  unless  the  rule  which 
seemed  to  have  been  acted  upon  in  Holding  v.  Butler 
should  appear  to  be  the  course  of  the  Court,  this 
motion  must  be  refused. 


On  the  next  seal-day  his  Lordship  said  that  he  had 
caused  inquiry  to  be  made  for  the  entry  of  Howling  v. 
Butler  in  the  registrar's  book,  but  that  nothing  could 
be  found  explaining  the  circumstances  under  which  the 
order  in  that  case  had  been  made.  It  did  not  appear 
from  the  report  that  the  order  was  made  upon  notice  of 
motion,  or  that  there  was  any  opposition :  and  his  Lord- 
was  of  opinion,  that  it  was  not  proper,  or  according  to 
the  practice  of  the  Court  to  open  the  question  of  costs 
upon  a  subsequent  application  of  this  kind. 

Motion  dismissed  with  costs. 
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1836. 


)8S6. 
March  39. 

1837. 

Jan.  S].  239 

S4. 

April  19. 


BETWEEN 

The  Goveraor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  ENG- 
LAND,    -  -  -  -     Plaintiffi; 

AND 

SAMUEL  ANDERSON,  HENRY  BOSANQUET, 
FREDERICK  BURMESTER,  WILLIAM  RO- 
BERT  KEITH  DOUGLAS,  JOSEPH  ESDAILE, 
Sir  THOMAS  FREEMANTLE,  CHARLES 
GIBBES,  HENRY  HARVEY,  JAMES  HOL- 
FORD,  JONATHAN  HA  WORTH  PEEL, 
MATTHEW  BOLTON  RENNIE,  PATRICK 
MAXWELL  STEWART,  JOHN  STEWART, 
DAVID  SALOMONS,  THOMPSON  PEAR- 
SON, and  GEORGE  ALFRED  MUSKETT, 

Defendants. 


A  copartner- 
ship, consist- 
ing of  more 
than  six  per- 
sons, and 
on 


carrying 
the  trade  or 
business  of 


^I^HE  bill,  after  stating  that  the  Governor  and  Com- 
-*-    pany  of  the  Bank  of  England  were  incorporated  by 
that  name  by  an  act  passed  in  the  fifth  and  sixth  years 
of  the  reign  of  King  William  and  Queen  Mary^  pro- 
ceeded to  state  that  by  an  act  passed  in  the  8  &  9  fF!  3. 
bankerswithin  c.  20.,  intituled,  An  act  for  making  good  the  deficiencies 
of  sixty-five      ^^  ^^^  several  funds  therein  mentioned,  and  for  enlarg- 

miles  from        Jng  the  capital  stock  of  the  Bank  of  England^  and  for 
LondofL can*         ...  .,.  -•.     .  ^    i  i     .         i 

not,  under        raismg  the  public  credit,  it  was  enacted  that,  during  the 

the  3  &4fF.4.  continuance  of  the  corporation   of  the  Governor  and 

c.  98.  and  the  '■ 

other  acts  now  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England^  no  other  bank,  or 

i^iSSe     o*«^  corporation,  society,  fellowship,  or  constitution  in 

BankofEng'   the  nature  of  a  bank,  should  be  erected,  established 

course  of  such  permitted,  suffered,  countenanced,  or  allowed  by  act  of 

trade  or  parliament  within  this  kingdom. 

business  as 

bankers,  ac-  That 

cept  a  bill  of 

exchange  payable  at  less  than  six  months  from  the  time  of  giving  such  acceptance. 


9. 

Amoeeson. 
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That  by  an  act  made  in  the  sixth  year  of  the  reign  of       18S6. 

Queen  Anne,  intituled.  An  act  for  continuing  several   J^^y^T*^^ 
r  .        1        ■  .       J         -.  r  .        T         ._..      The  Bank  of 

duties  therein  mentioned,  and  for  preserving  the  public     England 

credit,  and  for  securing  the  credit  of  the  Bank  of  Eng'^ 
land,  after  reciting  the  last-mentioned  act,  and  that 
nevertheless  since  the  passing  of  that  act,  some  cor- 
porations, under  colour  of  the  charters  to  them  granted, 
and  other  great  numbers  of  persons  by  pretence  of 
deeds  and  covenants  united  together,  had  presumed  to 
borrow  great  sums  of  money,  and  therewith,  contrary 
to  the  intent  of  the  said  act,  to  deal  as  a  bank,  to  the 
apparent  danger  of  the  established  credit  of  the  king- 
dom ;  it  was  enacted  that  from  and  after  the  29th  day 
of  September  1708,  during  the  continuance  of  the  Go- 
vernor and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England^  it  should 
not  be  lawful  for  any  body,  politic  or  corporate  what- 
soever, erected  or  to  be  erected,  other  than  the  Go- 
vernor and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England,  or  for 
other  purposes  whatsoever,  united  or  to  be  united  in 
covenants  or  partnership  exceeding  the  number,  of 
six  persons,  in  that  part  of  Great  Britain  called  Eng^ 
land,  to  borrow,  owe,  or  take  up  any  sum  or  suras  of 
money  on  their  bills  or  notes  payable  on  demand,  or  at 
any  less  time  than  six  months  from  the  borrowing 
thereof. 

That  by  the  S9  &  40  G.  3.,  intituled,  An  act  for  es- 
tablishing an  agreement  with  the  Governor  and  Com- 
pany of  the  Bank  of  England  for  advancing  the  aum  of 
3,000,000/.  towards  the  supply  for  the  service  of  the 
year  1800,  which  act  consolidated  and  confirmed  the 
then  existing  privileges  of  the  Bank  of  England,  after 
reciting  that  there  were  due  from  the  public  to  the  Go- 
vernor and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England  the  sums  of 
3,200,000/.,  and  8,486,800/.,  together  with  the  interest 
payable  thereon,  it  was  enacted  that  at  any  time,  upon 

Z  S  twelve 
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1836«        twelve  months'  notice,  to  be  given  from  the  8th  o(  August 
<^l^^^£  1B33,  and  upon  repayment  by  parliament  to  the  Go- 
Bnoland     vemor  and  Company  or  their  successors  of  the  sum  o£ 
Andsasoit.     3,200,000/.,  without  any  deduction ;  and  of  all  arrears 
of  100,000/.  per  annum,  in  the  said  act  mentioned;  and 
upon  repayment  by  parliament  to  the  said  Governor 
and  Company  of  the  said  further  sum  of  8,486,800/^ 
together  with  interest  payable  thereon ;  and  also  upon 
repajnoient  of  all  the  principal  money  and  interest  which 
should  be  owing  to  the  governor  and  company  and 
their  successors,  upon  all  such  tallies,  exchequer  orders, 
exchequer  bilk,  or  parliamentary  funds,  as  the  Governor 
and  Company  or  their  successors  should  have  remaining 
in  their  hands,  or  be  entitled  to  at  the  time  of  such  notice 
to  be  given  as  aforesaid,  then  and  in  such  case  the  said 
yearly  fund  of  100,000/.  should  cease  and  determine. 
And  after  stating  that  to  prevent  any  doubt  that  might 
arise  concerning  the  privilege  or  power  given  by  former 
acts  of  parliament  to  the  said  Governor  and  Company 
of  exclusive  banking,  and  also  in  regard  to  the  erecting 
any  other  bank  or  banks  by  parliament,  or  restraining 
other  persons  from  banking  during  the  continuance  of 
the  privilege  granted  to  the  Governor  and  Company  of 
the  Bank  of  Efigland ;  it  was  further  enacted  and  de- 
clared that  it  was  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  this 
act  that  no  other  bank  should  be  erected,  established, 
or  allowed  by  parliament.    And  it  should  not  be  lawful 
for  any  body,  politic  or  corporate  whatsoever,  erected 
or  to  be  erected,  or  for  any  other  persons,  united  or  to 
be  united  in  covenants  or  partnership  exceeding  the 
number  of  six  persons,  in  that  part  of  Great  Britain 
called  England^  to  borrow,  owe,  or  take  up  any  sum  or 
sums  of  money  on  their  bills  or  notes,  payable  on  de- 
mand, or  at  any  less  time  than  six  months  time  from 
the  borrowing  thereof,  during  the  continuance  of  the 
said  privilege  to  the  Governor  and  Company,  who  were 

thereby 
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thereby  declared  to  be  and  remain  a  corporation  with  18S6. 

the  privilege  of  exclusive  banking,  subject  to  redemption  '^^^f'^^c 

on  the  terms  and  conditions  in  the  act  mentioned*  Bnolanb 


Thati  by  an  act  made  in  the  seventh  year  of  G.  4. 
c.  46^  intituled  *^  An  act  for  the  better  regulating  co- 
partnerships of  certain  bankers  in  England,  and  for 
amending  so  much  of  the  act  S9  &  40  G.  S.,  intituled^ 
&C.,  as  related  to  the  same ;  after  reciting  part  of  the 
said  act  of  the  S9  &  40  G»  S.,  and  that  the  Governor  and 
Company  of  the  Bank  of  England  had  consented  to  relin- 
quish so  much  of  their  exclusive  privilege  as  prohibited* 
any  body  politic  or  corporate,  or  any  number  of  persons 
exceeding  six  in  England  acting  in  copartnership  from 
borrowing,  owing,  or  taking  up  any  sum  or  sums  of 
money  on  their  bills  or  notes  payable  on  demand,  or  at 
any  less  time  than  six  months  from  the  borrowing  thereof, 
provided  that  such  body  politic  or  corporate,  or  persons 
united  in  covenants  or  partnership,  exceeding  the  number 
of  six  persons  in  each  copartnership,  should  have  the 
whole  of  their  banking  establishments,  and  carry  on  their 
business  as  bankers  at  any  place  or  places  in  England 
exceeding  the  distance  of  sixty-five  miles  from  London  ; 
it  was  enacted  that  from  and  after  the  passing  of  this  act, 
it  dbould  be  lawful  for  any  bodies  politic  or  corporate, 
erected  for  the  purposes  of  banking,  or  for  any  number 
of  persons  united  in  covenants  or  copartnership,  al- 
though such  persons  so  united  or  carrying  on  business 
together  should  consist  of  more  than  six  in  number,  to 
cari7  on  the  trade  or  business  of  bankers  in  England,  in 
like  manner  as  copartnerships  of  bankers,  consisting  of 
not  more  than  six  persons  in  number;  might  lawfully  do ; 
and  for  such  bodies  politic  or  corporate,  or  such  persons 
so  united  as  aforesaid,  to  make  and  issue  their  bills  or 
notes  at  any  place  or  places  in  England  exceeding  the 
distance  of  sixty-five  miles  from  London,  payable  on 

Z  4  demand 


Vi 
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1836*  twelve  months'  notice,  to  be  given  from  the  8tb  o(Augud 
'n^^^e  1833,  and  upon  repayment  by  parliament  to  the  Go- 
England  vernor  and  Company  or  their  successors  of  the  sum  of 
Anseasom  3,200,000/.,  without  any  deduction ;  and  of  all  arrears 
of  100,000/.  per  annum,  in  the  said  act  mentioned;  and 
upon  repayment  by  parliament  to  the  said  Governor 
and  Company  of  the  said  further  sum  of  8,486,800/^ 
together  with  interest  payable  thereon ;  and  also  upon 
repajnoient  of  all  the  principal  money  and  interest  which 
should  be  owing  to  the  governor  and  company  and 
their  successors,  upon  all  such  tallies,  exchequer  orders, 
exchequer  bills,  or  parliamentary  funds,  as  the  Governor 
and  Company  or  their  successors  should  have  remaining 
in  their  hands,  or  be  entitled  to  at  the  time  of  such  notice 
to  be  given  as  aforesaid,  then  and  in  such  case  the  said 
yearly  fund  of  100,000/.  should  cease  and  determine. 
And  after  stating  that  to  prevent  any  doubt  that  might 
arise  concerning  the  privilege  or  power  given  by  former 
acts  of  parliament  to  the  said  Governor  and  Company 
of  exclusive  banking,  and  also  in  regard  to  the  erecting 
any  other  bank  or  banks  by  parliament,  or  restraining 
other  persons  from  banking  during  the  continuance  of 
the  privily  granted  to  the  Governor  and  Company  of 
the  Bank  of  Efigland ;  it  was  further  enacted  and  de- 
clared that  it  was  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  this 
act  that  no  other  bank  should  be  erected,  established, 
or  allowed  by  parliament.  And  it  should  not  be  lawful 
for  any  body,  politic  or  corporate  whatsoever,  erected 
or  to  be  erected,  or  for  any  other  persons,  united  or  to 
be  united  in  covenants  or  partnership  exceeding  the 
number  of  six  persons,  in  that  part  of  Great  Britain 
called  England^  to  borrow,  owe,  or  take  up  any  sum  or 
sums  of  money  on  their  bills  or  notes,  payable  on  de- 
mand, or  at  any  less  time  than  six  months  time  from 
the  borrowing  thereof  during  the  continuance  of  the 
said  privilege  to  the  Governor  and  Company,  who  were 

thereby 
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thereby  declared  to  be  and  remain  a  corporation  with  18S6. 

the  priTiIege  of  exclusive  banking,  subject  to  redemption  ^!^^f'^^c 

on  the  terms  and  conditions  in  the  act  mentioned*  Bnqlano 


That,  by  an  act  made  in  the  seventh  year  of  G.  4. 
c.  46^  intituled  '^  An  act  for  the  better  regulating  co- 
partnerships of  certain  bankers  in  England^  and  for 
amending  so  much  of  the  act  S9  &  40  G.  S.,  intituled^ 
&C.,  as  related  to  the  same ;  after  reciting  part  of  the 
said  act  of  the  S9  &  40  G.  S.,  and  that  the  Governor  and 
Company  of  the  Bank  of  England  had  consented  to  relin- 
quish so  much  of  their  exclusive  privilege  as  prohibited* 
any  body  politic  or  corporate^  or  any  number  of  persons 
exceeding  six  in  England  acting  in  copartnership  from 
borrowing,  owing,  or  taking  up  any  sum  or  sums  of 
money  on  their  bills  or  notes  payable  on  demand,  or  at 
any  less  time  than  six  months  from  the  borrowing  thereof, 
provided  that  such  body  politic  or  corporate,  or  persons 
united  in  covenants  or  partnership,  exceeding  the  number 
of  six  persons  in  each  copartnership,  should  have  the 
whole  of  their  banking  establishments,  and  carry  on  their 
business  as  bankers  at  any  place  or  places  in  En^nd 
exceeding  the  distance  of  sixty-five  miles  from  London  ; 
it  was  enacted  that  firom  and  after  the  passing  of  this  act, 
it  dbould  be  lawful  for  any  bodies  politic  or  corporate, 
erected  for  the  purposes  of  banking,  or  for  any  number 
of  persons  united  in  covenants  or  copartnership,  al- 
though such  persons  so  united  or  carrying  on  business 
together  should  consist  of  more  than  six  in  number,  to 
carry  on  the  trade  or  business  of  bankers  in  England,  in 
like  manner  as  copartnerships  of  bankers,  consisting  of 
not  more  than  six  persons  in  number;  might  lawfully  do ; 
and  for  such  bodies  politic  or  corporate,  or  such  persons 
so  united  as  aforesaid,  to  make  and  issue  their  bills  or 
notes  at  any  place  or  places  in  England  exceeding  the 
distance  of  sixty-five  miles  from  London,  payable  on 

Z  4  demand 
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18S6.        demand  or  otherwise,  at  some  place  or  places  specified 
•rvTu^^^  £  upon  such  bills  or  notes,  and  exceeding  the  distance  of 
England      sixty-five  miles  from  London^  and  not  elsewherci  and  to 
Anomok.     borrow,  owe,  or  take  up  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  on 
their  bills  or  notes  so  made  and  issued,  at  any  such  place 
or  places  as  aforesaid ;  provided  always  that  such  cor- 
porations or  persons  carrying  on  such  trade  or  business 
of  bankers  in  copartnership  should  not  have  any  house 
of  business  or  establishment  as  bankers  at  London^  or 
at  any  place  or  places  not  exceeding  the  distance  of  sixty- 
five  miles  fit>m  London.     And  it  was  further  enacted 
'  that  nothing  in  this  act  contained  should  extend  or  be 
construed  to  extend  to  enable  or  authorise  any  such 
corporation  or  copartnership  exceeding  the  number  of 
six  persons  so  carrying  on  the  trade  or  business  of 
bankers  as  aforesaid,  either  by  any  member  of  or  per- 
son belonging  to  any  such  corporation  or  copartnership, 
or  by  any  agent  or  agents,  or  any  other  person  or 
persons  on  behalf  of  any  such  corporation  or  copart- 
nership, to  issue  or  reissue  in  London^  or  at  any  place 
or  places  not  exceeding  the  distance  of  sixty-five  miles 
from  London^  any  bill  or  note  of  such  corporation  or 
copartnership  which  should  be  payable  to  bearer  on 
demand,  or  any  bank  post  bill,  nor  to  draw  upon  any 
partner,  or  agent,  or  other  person   or  persons  who 
might  be  resident  in  London^  or  at  any  place  or  places 
not  exceeding  the  distance  of  sixty-five  miles  from  Lon- 
dorij  any  bill  of  exchange  which  should  be  payable  on 
demand,  or  which  should  be  for  a  less  amount  than  50^; 
provided  also  that  it  should  be  lawful,  notwithstanding 
any  thing  in  this  and  the  recited  act  contained,  for  any 
such  corporation  or  copartnership  to  draw  any  bill  of  ex- 
change for  any  sum  of  money  amounting  to  the  sum  of 
50^  or  upwards,  payable  in  London  or  elsewhere,  at  any 
period  after  the  date  or  after  sight     And  it  was  further 
enacted,  that  nothing  in  this  act  contained  should  extend 

to, 
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toy  or  be  construed  to  extend  to  enable  or  anthorise  any        1856. 
such  corporation  or  copartnership  exceeding  the  num-    'rvTu^^f 
ber  of  six  persons^  carrying  on  the  trade  or  business  of     Englamo 
bankers  in  England,  or  any  niember  or  members,  agent     AwMatoM. 
or  agents  of  any  such  corporation  or  copartnership,  to     - 
borrow,  owe,  or  take  up  in  Lemdon,  or  at  any  place  or 
places   not  exceeding  the  distance  of  sixty*five  miles 
from  London,  any  sum  or  sums  of  money,  ocany  bill  or 
promissory  note  of  any  such  corporation  or  copartner* 
ship,  payable  on  demand,  or  at  any  less  time  than  six 
months  from  the  borrowing  thereof;   nor  to  make  or 
issue  any  bill  or  bills  of  exchange,  or  promissory  note 
or  notes  of  such  corporation  or  copartnership  contrary 
to  the  provisions  of  the  39  &  40  6. 3.,  save  as  provided 
by  this  act  in  that  behalf.     Provided  also  that  nothing 
in  this  act  contained  should  extend,  or  be  construed  to 
extend,  to  prevent  any  such  corporation  or  copartner-   . 
ship,  by  any  agent  or  person  authorised  by  them  from 
discounting  in  London  or  elsewhere,  any  bill  or  bills  of 
exchange  not  drawn  by  or  upon  such  corporation  or 
copartnership,  or  by  or  upon  any  person  on  their  be- 
half.   And  it  was  further  enacted,  that  nothing  in  this 
act  should  extend  or  be  construed  to  extend  to  pre- 
judice,  alter,   or  afifect  any  of  the  rights,  powers,  or 
privileges  of  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank 
of  England,  except  as  the  exclusive  privilege  of  the 
said  Governor  and  Company  was  by  this  act  specially 
altered  and  barred. 

That  by  an  act  passed  in  the  3  &  4  W.  4.  c.  98.,  in- 
tituled, "  An  act  for  giving  to  the  corporation  of  the 
Govenipr  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England,  cer- 
tain privileges  for  a  limited  period  under  certain  con- 
ditions," after  reciting  the  act  of  the  39  &  40  G.  3.,  and 
the  act  of  the  7  G.  4.,  and  reciting  that  it  was  expedient 
that  certain  provisions  of  exclusive  banking  should  be 

continued 
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1836.  continued  to  the  Governor  and  Company  for  a  further 
TheBankof  '^°^'^  period^  upon  certain  conditions;  and  reciting 
£noland  that  the  Governor  and  Company  were  willing  to  deduct 
AKDttioir.  ^"^  allow  to  the  public,  from  the  sums  then  payi^le  to 
the  Governor  and  Company,  for  the  charge  and  manage^ 
ment  of  the  public  unredeemed  debt,  the  annual  sum  in 
this  act  mentioned,  and  for  the  period  in  this  act  men- 
tioned, provided  the  privilege  of  exclusive  banking, 
specified  in  this  act,  was  continued  to  the  Governor  and 
Company  for  the  period  in  this  act  mentioned,  it  was 
enacted  that  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank 
of  England  should  have  and  enjoy  such  exclusive  privi- 
lege of  banking  as  is  given  by  this  act,  as  a  body  cor* 
porate,  for  the  period  and  upon  the  terms  and  conditions 
in  this  act  mentioned,  and  subject  to  the  termination  of 
such  exclusive  privilege,  at  the  time  and  in  the  manner 
in  this  act  specified.  And  it  was  further  enacted,  that 
during  the  continuance  of  the  said  privilege,  no  body 
politic  or  corporate,  and  no  society  or  company,  or 
persons  united  or  to  be  united  in  covenants  or  partner-^ 
ship,  exceeding  six  persons,  should  make  or  issue  in 
London,  or  within  sixty-five  miles  thereof^  any  bill  of 
exchange  or  promissory  note,  or  engagement  for  the 
payment  of  money  on  demand,  or  upon  which  any 
person  holding  the  same  might  obtain  pajrment  on 
demand ;  provided  always,  that  nothing  in  this  act,  or  in 
the  act  of  7  G.  4<.  contained,  should  be  construed  to  pre- 
vent any  body  politic  or  corporate,  or  any  society  or 
company,  incorporated  company,  or  corporation  or  co- 
partnership, carrying  on  and  transacting  banking  busi- 
ness at  any  greater  distance  than  sixty-five  miles  from 
London,  and  not  having  any  house  of  business  or  estab- 
lishment as  bankers  in  London,  or  within  sixty-five  miles 
thereof,  except  as  in  this  act  and  after  mentioned,  to 
make  and  issue  their  bills  and  notes,  payable  on  demand 
or  otherwise,  at  the  place  in  which  the  same  should  be 

issued. 
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issued,  being  more  than  sixty-five  miles  from  London^  1886. 
and  also  in  London,  and  have  an  agent  or  agents  in  Ti^^T^r 
London^  or  at  any  other  place  in  which  such  bill  should  England 
be  made  payable,  for  the  purpose  of  payment  only;  but  i^J^^^, 
no  such  bill  or  note  should  be  for  any  less  sum  than  5/., 
or  be  re-issued  in  London  or  within  sixty-five  miles 
thereof.  And  after  further  reciting,  that  the  intention 
of  this  act  was,  that  the  Grovemor  and  Company  of  the 
Bank  oi  England  should,  during  the  period  stated  in  thb 
act  (subject  to  such  redemption  as  in  this  act  mentioned)^ 
continue  to  bold  and  enjoy  all  the  exclusive  privileges 
of  banking  given  by  the  act  of  the  89  &  40  G.  8.,  as 
regulated  by  the  7  G.  4.,  or  any  prior  or  subsequent  act 
or  acts  of  parliament,  but  no  other  or  further  exclusive 
privilege  of  banking;  and  reciting  that  doubts  had 
arisen  as  to  the  construction  of  the  said  acts,  and  as  to 
the  extent  of  such  exclusive  privilege,  and  that  it  wscs 
expedient  that  all  such  doubts  should  be  removed,  it  was 
declared  and  enacted  that  any  body  politic  or  corporate, 
or  society,  or  company,  or  partnership,  although  con- 
sisting of  more  than  six  persons,  might  carry  on  the 
trade  or  business  of  banking  in  London,  or  within  sixty- 
five  miles  thereof,  provided  such  body  politic  or  cor- 
porate, or  society,  or  company,  did  not  borrow,  owe,  or 
take  up  in  England,  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  on 
their  bills  or  notes,  payable  on  demand,  or  at  any  less 
time  than  six  months  from  the  borrowing  thereof,  during 
the  continuance  of  the  privilege  granted  by  this  act  to 
the  Grovemor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England^ 
And  it  was  further  enacted,  that  upon  one  year's  notice 
given  within  six  months  after  the  expiration  of  ten 
years  from  the  1st  of  August  1884,  and  upon  repayment 
by  parliament  to  the  said  Governor  and  Company,  or 
their  successors,  of  all  principal  money,  interest,  or 
annuity,  which  might  be  due  from  the  public  to  the  said 
Governor  and  Company,  nt  the  time  of  the  expiration  of 

such 
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18S6.  such  notice,  in  like  manner  as  after  stipulated,  and  pro- 
'TiT^''^  c  vided,  in  the  event  of  such  notice  being  deferred  until 
£nglanj>  after  the  1st  of  August  1853,  the  said  privilege  of  exclu- 
Avolhson  **^®  banking,  granted  by  this  act,  should  cease  and  de- 
termine at  the  expiration  of  such  year's  notice.  And  it 
was  further  enacted,  that  from  and  after  the  1st  o{  August 
18S4,  the  Governor  and  Company,  in  consideration  of 
the  privilege  of  exclusive  banking  given  by  this  act, 
should,  during  the  continuance  of  such  privileges,  but 
no  longer,  deduct  from  the  sums  then  payable  to  the 
Governor  and  Company,  for  the  charges  of  manage- 
ment of  the  public  unredeemed  debt,  the  annual  sum  of 
120,000/,,  any  thing  in  any  act  or  acts  of  parliament  or 
agreement  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.  And  it 
was  further  enacted,  that  all  the  powers,  authorities, 
franchises,  privileges,  and  advantages,  given  or  recog- 
nised by  the  39  &  40  G.  3.,  as  belonging  to  and  enjoyed 
by  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  Eng- 
iandj  and  by  any  subsequent  act  or  acts  of  parliament 
should  be,  and  the  same  were  thereby  declared  to  be 
in  full  force,  and  continued  by  this  act,  except  so  far  as 
the  same  were  altered  by  this  act,  subject  nevertheless  to 
such  redemption  upon  the  terms  and  conditions  as  in 
this  act  mentioned. 

The  bill  then  stated,  that  previously  to  and  in  the 
month  of  August  1833,  certain  persons  formed  a  plan 
to  associate  themselves  together  in  company  or  part- 
nership with  otliers,  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a 
banking  establishment  within  sixty-five  miles  of  London^ 
and  in  fact  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  banking 
establishment  in  London. 

That  such  persons  held  out  to  the  public,  that  their 
intention  was  to  establish  a  bank  of  deposit  only,  under 

the 
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the  express  terms  of  the  restriction  contained  in  the  act  18S6. 
of  the  8  &  4  )^  4. ;  and  that  on  the  2Sd  of  August  1883,  xhTBCnkof 
they  issued  forth  a  printed  prospectus  of  the  object  EhoiiAkd 
of  their  proposed  copartnership,  which  was  partly  as  AirsBiitoN. 
follows :  — • "  His  Majesty's  government  having  declared 
the  law  to  be,  that  no  obstructions  exist  to  impede  the 
formation  of  banks  of  deposit  with  an  unlimited  number 
of  partners,  it  is  universally  considered  that  a  joint  stock 
bank  of  deposit  should  be  established  in  London  and 
Wesiminster^  with  such  an  extent  of  capital  as  will 
insure  the  perfect  confidence  and  security  of  depositors, 
and  the  greatest  practical  accommodation  and  assistance 
to  trade  and  commerce.  It  is  proposed  that  the  bank 
shall  be  designated  <  llie  London  and  Westminster  Bank,' 
and  that  the  establishment  shall  be  forthwith  formed  in 
the  city,  and  for  the  accommodation  of  the  public,  a 
branch  bank  shall  be  simultaneously  established  at  the 
west  end  of  the  town.  It  will  be  in  the  discretion  of 
the  directors,  under  the  deed  of  constitution,  to  establish 
other  branches  where  it  may  be  deemed  expedient. 
The  capital  shall  be  10,000,000/.,  divided  into  100,000 
shares  of  100/.  each :  the  deed  of  constitution  will  con- 
tain all  the  usual  and  necessary  clauses.'^  And  the 
prospectus  stated  who  were  the  then  present  committee 
of  the  proposed  banking  establishment. 

The  bill  proceeded  to  state,  that  a  great  number  of 
persons  agreed  to  associate  themselves  with  the  persons 
issuing  the  prospectus,  and  that  in  December  1833,  a 
company  or  partnership  consisting  of  such  great  number 
of  persons  was  formed,  and  that  such  company  carried 
on  the  trade  or  business  of  banking  in  London^  under 
the  style  or  firm  of  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank, 
and  that  the  Defendants  were  partners  or  shareholders 
in  such  company. 

That 
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1 8S6.  That  on  the  26th  of  December  1 838,  the  said  company 

•  The~&mkof  ^"^^  *°  advertisenient  to  be  published" as  follows:  — 
Emqland      <<  Londmi  and  Westminster  Bank.     Capital  SfiOOfiOOU 
AnpsMON.    '°   50,000   shares  of  100/.  each.      Directors  Samuel 
Anderson^  Esq.  Henry  Bosanquety  Esq.  &c.,  (all  of  whom 
were  Defendants).    The  directors  will  continue  to  re- 
•ceive  applications  for  remaining  shares  at  89.  Great 
Winchester  Street^  and  at  9.  Waterloo  Place,  Pall  MaUj 
till  the  15th  oC  January  next.     The  deed  of  settlement 
effectually  limits  the  liability  of  shareholders,  a  clause 
being  inserted  that  in  the  event  of  the  remote  contin- 
gency of  a  third  of  the  paid  up  capital  being  lost,  the 
company  shall  be  dissolved  by  order  of  the  board. 
Jama  W.  Gilbert^  Manager." 

The  bill  then  alleged  that  the  Plaintifl&  had  discovered 
that  the  real  object  of  the  said  company  or  partnership 
was  not  <»ily  to  carry  on  the  business  of  a  bank  of 
deposit  under  the  authority  of  the  said  act,  but  to  bor- 
row, owe,  and  take  up  money  on  their  bills  or  notes  at 
a  shorter  date  than  six  months  from  the  issuing  thereof 
in  violation  of  the  privileges  of  the  Plaintifis.;  and  as 
evidence  thereof  the  bill  alleged  that,  by  the  deed  of  co- 
partnership of  the  said  company,  called  the  deed  of 
constitution,  to  which  deed  the  shareholders  were  par- 
ties of  the  first  part,  and  the  trustees  of  the  second  part, 
it  was  provided  that  only  persons  authorised  by  the 
directors  should  sign  bills  and  notes,  and  other  nego- 
tiable securities,  and  that  there  should  be  power  to  the 
company  to  issue  notes  payable  on  demand  within  his 
Majesty's  dominions,  if,  and  when,  and  wherever  the 
law  permitted. 

.  That  the  said  company,  on  its  formation,  established 
a  house  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  trade  or 
business  of  banking  in  Throgmorton  Street  in  the  city 

of 
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o(  London^  &n<l  at  the  same  dme  established  another       1836. 

house  for  the  same  purpose  in  the  liberties  of  West-  Jl^V'^^ 

The  Bank  of 
minster.     That  the  management  of  all  the  affairs  of  the     -EitfiLAND 

company  was  in  the  board  of  directors  for  the  time  ^^^ijow. 
being,  and  that  such  directors  chose  three  or  more 
trustees  in  whose  names  contracts  were  made,  which 
trustees  and  ail  other  persons  employed  in  the  affairs  of 
the  company  acted  under  the  control  of  the  directors ; 
that  the  Defendants,  thereinafter  named,  formed  the 
board  of  directors,  and  that  they  were  all  parties  and 
shareholders  in  the  company,  and  that  the  other  share- 
holders were  so  numerous,  and  the  shares  so  fluctu- 
ating^ that  it  was  impossible,  even  if  the  Plaintiffs  could 
discover  such  shareholders,  to  make  them  parties  to  the 
suit. 

That  in  or  about  the  month  oi  August  1834,  the  De- 
fendant, George  A^ed  Musketty  a  shareholder  in  the 
London  and  Westminster  Bank,  opened  an  office  in  the 
town  of  St.  JlbanSf  which  is  withm  twenty-three  miles 
from  Ixmdonj  with  a  view  to  carry  on  the  business  of 
banking,  and  that  he  represented  that  his  bank  was 
opened  in  connection  with  the  London  and  Westminster, 
and  that  he  had  issued  notes  payable  to  bearer  on  de- 
mand for  the  sum  of  5l.  and  upwards,  which  notes  were 
made  payable  by  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank. 

That  the  Defendant,  George  Alfred  Mutkett^  had 
drawn  divers  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes, 
payable  at  a  less  time  than  six  months  from  the  date 
thereof,  upon  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank ;  which 
bills  had  been  accepted  by  the  said  company,  and  that 
several  bills  and  notes  had  been  drawn  and  negotiated 
with  a  view  to  maintain  a  circulation  of  paper  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Ijondon  and  Westminster  Bank. 

That, 
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1836.  That,  on  the  21st  of  February  1835,  George  Alfred 

Th^B^"^f  ^^^^^  ^""^^  ^^  caused  to  be  drawn  a  bill  of  exchange 

£nglanj»     of  the  same  date  upon  the  said  company  as  follows :  — 

Andbjumh.  "  ^^'  ^^^-  ^^^  ^^  *•  ^^^  pos^bill  21st  February 
1835.  To  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank,  TTtrog- 
morton  Street :  Twenty-one  days  after  date  pay  to  the 
order  of  fV.  J*  Robertson^  Elsq.  the  sum  of  25/1,  and  place 
the  same  to  account  for  the  Bank  of  St*  Albans.  Henry 
Edwardsr 

That  such  bill  of  exchange  was  presented  at  the 
house  of  the  company  in  Throgmorton  Street^  and  ac- 
cepted by  the  directors  on  behalf  of  the  company  as 
follows :  — "  Accepted  at  38.  Th^ogmorton  Street  per 
procuration  of  the  trustees  of  the  London  and  Westminster 
Bank.    J.  W.  Gilbert,  Manager." 

That  the  said  company  were  constantly  in  the  habit 
of  borrowing,  owing,  and  taking  up  in  England  sums  of 
money  on  their  bills  or  notes  payable  on  demand  or  at 
a  less  time  than  six  months  from  the  boiTowing  thereof; 
and  particularly  that  they  had  accepted  bills  of  exchange 
and  promissory  notes  for  various  sums  of  money,  pay- 
able at  a  less  time  than  six  months  from  the  date  thereof, 
drawn  upon  them  by  various  bankers  and  other  persons ; 
that  they  had  received  sums  of  money  from  persons 
willing  to  lend  the  same  to  the  company  for  the  space 
of  three  months  certain,  which  loans  were  called  de- 
posits, and  the  company  allowed  interest  on  the  sums  so 
borrowed  by  them,  and  issued  receipts  or  notes  for  the 
money  so  lent  and  advanced  ;  and  that  such  receipts  or 
notes  were  negotiable  and  transferred  from  one  person 
to  another,  and  were  paid  by  the  company  to  the  holder 
on  being  indorsed  by  the  person  to  whom  such  receipts 
or  notes  were  first  issued ;  and  that  the  company  also 
received  money  from  pei*son8  desiring  letters  of  credit, 

and 
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and  undertook  and  agreed  with  such  persons  that  they      - 1856. 
might  draw  bills  of  exchange  upon  the  company  payable   fm^n^'^f 
in  less  than  six  months  from  the  receipt  of  the  money,      England 
and  that  the  company  would  accept  such  bills  and  pay     Andkmon 
the  same  when  they  came  to  maturity ;  and  that  many 
persons  had  drawn  such  last-mentioned  bills  of  exchange 
upon  the  company  payable  in  less  than  sue  months  from 
the  date  thereof,  and  that  the  company  had  accepted 
and  afterwards  paid  the  same. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  company  had  made  great 
gains  and  profits  by  such  course  of  dealing  in  violation 
of  the  privileges  of  the  Plainti£Fs ;  and  it  charged  that, 
but  for  such  course  of  dealing,  the  bills  of  exchange  and 
promissory  notes  accepted  by  the  company  would  have 
been  drawn  upon  the  Plaintiffs,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs 
would  have  made  gains  and  profits  by  receiving  com- 
mission for  accepting  the  same,  or  otherwise.  It  charged, 
that  the  company  had  an  interest  in  the  bank  of  St. 
AlbanSi  carried  on  by  George  Alfred  Muskett^  and  in  the 
gains  and  profits  made  thereby ;  and  it  prayed  that  an 
account  might  be  taken  of  all  bills  of  exchange  and  pro- 
missory notes,  accepted  or  caused  to  be  accepted  by  the 
Defendants  for  or  on  behalf  of  the  company,  payable  ^ 

at  a  less  time  than  six  months  from  the  date  thereof, 
and  <£  the  gains  and  profits  of  the  company  made 
by  receiving  commission  for  accepting  the  same  or  in 
any  other  manner  ;  and  that  the  Defendants  might 
be  decreed  to  pay  the  amount  of  such  gains  and  profits 
to  the  Plaintiffs.  And  that  the  Defendants  might  be 
restrained,  during  the  continuance  of  the  privileges 
granted  to  the  Plaintifis,  from  accepting  or  causing  to 
be  accepted,  on  behalf  of  the  company,  any  bill  or  bills 
of  exchange  or  promissory  notes  payable  at  a  less  time 
than  six  months  from  the  date  thereof,  and  from  borrow- 
ing, owing,  or  taking  up  in  England  for  and  on  behalf 
Vol.  II.  A  a  of 
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1836. '     of  the  company,  and  from  authorising  any  person  to  bon- 

f^^^l^^f'^c  row,  owe,  or  take  up  in  Englandj  for  and  on  behalf  of 

(England     the  company,  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  on  the  bills 

Andebson     ^^  notes  of  the  company  payable  on  demand,  or  at  any 

less  time  than  six  months  from  the  borrowing  thereof. 

And  that  George  Alfred  Mustett,  and  that  each  and 

every  partner  in  or  shareholder  of  the  company  might 

in  like  manner  be  restrained. 

To  this  bill  all  the  Defendants,  except  George  Alfred 
Muskeltj  put  in  a  joint  and  several  answer  wherein  they 
stated  that,  previous  to  the  year  1693,  there  was  no 
general  or  public  bank  established  in  this  countty,  al- 
though long  previous  to  that  time  public  banks  had 
been  established  in  several  of  the  larger  cities  oiEurope. 
That  such  banks  were  public  establishments,  enjoying 
privileges  conferred  upon  them  by  the  governments  of 
the  countries  in  which  they  were  established ;  and  the 
greater  part  of  them  had,  at  di£Perent  times,  advanced 
monies  at  interest  to  their  respective  governments,  and 
had  thereby  become  possessed  of  a  perpetual  transfer- 
able fund  of  interest;  and  some  of  such  banks  also^ 
upon  the  credit  of  their  capital,  issued  bills  or  note% 
which  formed  part  of  the  currency  in  the  countries 
where  such  banks  were  situate.  That,  in  the  year 
169S,  a  plan  was  formed  for  establishing  in  this 
country  a  public  general  bank  upon  the  model  of 
the  public  banks  then  existing  in  other  parts  of  Eur 
ropey  and  that  the  objects  intended  to  be  carried  into 
effect  by  the  establishment  of  such  bank,  were  to 
assist  the  government  by  advancing  a  large  sum  of 
money  at  interest,  which  was  to  constitute  the  stock 
or  capital  of  the  bank,  and  thereby  to  create  a  public 
transferable  fund  of  interest,  and  also  to  establish  a 
paper  circulation  in  this  country  by  means  of  sealed 
bills  or  notes,  to  be  issued  by  the  baak  on  the  credit  of 

their 
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their  stock  or  capital.  That  this  plan  was  sanctioned  1856. 
and  adopted  by  the  government,  and  that,  for  the  pur-  •rJ^o^T'^f 
pose  of  carrying  such  plan  into  effect,  the  act  of  the  5  8c  Ekglakd 
6  fV.4r  M.  €.  20.  was  passed,  whereby  power  was  given  to  /^^i^^i^^jf, 
their  Majesties  to  incorporate  the  subscribers  and  contri- 
butors to  the  sum  of  1,200,000/.  towards  the  carrying  on 
the  war  against  France^  by  the  name  of  the  Governor  and 
Company  of  the  Bank  of  England.  That  by  the  twenty- 
seventh  section  of  the  said  act,  it  was  provided  that  the  cor- 
poration should  not  deal  or  trade  with  the  monies  belong- 
ing to  the  corporation  in. the  buying  or  selling  of  goods 
or  merchandise ;  but  by  section  28.  they  were  not  to  be 
prphibited  from  dealing  in  bills  of  exchange,  or  from 
baying  and  selling  bullion,  gold  or  silver,  or  from  sell- 
ing any  goods  deposited  with  them.  And  by  sect.  29.  it 
was  enacted  that  all  bills  obligatory  and  of  credit  under 
the  seal  of  the  corporation  given  to  any  person  or  per- 
sons might,  by  indorsement,  be  assignable,  toties  qtwiies^ 
and  that  such  assignment  should  transfer  the  right  and 
property  in  such  bills  obligatory  and  of  credit,  and  the 
monies  due  thereon.  That  the  Governor  and  Company 
of  the  Bank  of  England  were  incorporated  in  pursuance 
of  the  said  act,  and  that  they  began  tp  circulate  their 
own  sealed  bills,  and  cash  notes  upon  the  credit  of  their 
capital,  as  authorised  by  the  act,  and  that  such  sealed 
bills  at  that  time  bore  interest,  but  such  cash  notes  did 
not  bear  interest.  That  the  sealed  bills  of  the  Governor 
and  Company,  which  were  so  issued  by  them,  and  which 
were  the  bills  intended  by  the  said  act,  were  single  bills 
under  their  common  seal,  whereby  they  acknowledged 
that  they  were  indebted  to  a  person  named  therein  to 
the  sum  of  money  mentioned  therein,  and  promised  to 
pay  such  sum  to  such  person,  his  executors,  adminis- 
trators, or  assigns,  on  a  day  therein  mentioned,  with 
interest  in  the  meantime  at  the  rate  expressed  in  the 
bill.  That  the  cash  notes  which  were  so  issued  by  the 
Aa  2  Governor 
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,  1936.  Governor  and  Company,  and  which  were  the  notes 
f^^^^^TT'^ e  intended  by  the  act,  were  promissory  notes  signed  by 
England  an  agent  of  the  Governor  and  Company  for  a  sum  of 
A  DEMON  "™o"^y  therein  mentioned,  payable  on  demand  in  the 
form  of  the  bank  notes  at  present  issued.  That  in  the 
years  1694  and  1695,  projects  were  set  on  foot  for 
establishing  other  banks,  and  for  circulating  notes  of 
hand  and  bills  of  credit,  but  that  such  projects  did  not 
succeed.  That  among  such  projects  was  one  for  esta- 
blishing a  new  national  bank,  to  be  called  The  National 
Land  Bank,  the  object  of  which  was  to  assist  the  govern- 
ment by  the  loan  of  the  sum  of  2,564,000/.,  which  was 
to  be  subscribed  as  a  capital,  and  to  procure  the  circu- 
lation of  a  large  quantity  of  paper  money,  by  enabling 
such  bank,  when  so  formed,  to  issue  their  sealed  bills 
and  notes  upon  the  credit  of  landed  security.  .That  an 
act  of  parliament  was  passed  in  the  8  8c  9  ^.  3.  for 
establishing  and  incorporating  such  projected  National 
Land  Bank ;  but  that,  in  consequence  of  a  sufficient  sum 
of  money  not  having  been  subscribed  within  the  time 
appointed  by  the  act,  the  project  was  not  carried  into 
effect  That  in  the  year  1697,  the  Bank  of  England 
was  in  considerable  pecuniary  difficulties,  and  that  their 
sealed  bills  and  cash  notes  were  at  a  very  great  discount, 
and  that,  in  order  to  meet  such  difficulties,  the  act  of 
the  8  &  9  fV.  8.  c.  20.  was  passed.  That,  after  the  pass- 
ing of  the  last-mentioned  act,  the  Governor  and  Com- 
pany of  the  Bank  of  England  continued  to  issue  sealed 
bills  and  cash  notes  under  the  authority  of  the  said  act, 
in  the  same  manner  as  they  had  theretofore  done  under 
the  first-mentioned  act.  That  in  the  year  1 704,  a  charter 
of  incorporation  was  granted  to  certain  persons  by  the 
name  of  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Mine  Ad- 
venturers oi  England  ;  that  this  corporation,  soon  after 
its  creation,  erected  itself  into  a  money  bank,  and  issued 
their  sealed  bills  and  cash  notes  in  the  same  manner  as 


was 
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was  done  by  the  BanC  of  England.    That  these  bills        1 836. 
and  notes  got  into  extensive  circulation,  and  that  by  the  trJ^^'^^T^r 
failure  of  the  company,  and  the  stoppage  of  the  payment     England 
of  their  bills  and  notes,  great  and  extensive  distress  was    ;^„|,emon 
occasioned.     That  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the 
recurrence  of  such  mischief,  the  act  of  6  Ann.  c,  22.  was 
passed,  whereby  it  was  enacted  that  it  should  not  be 
lawful  for  any  body  politic  or  corporate,  other  than  the 
Bank  of  England^  or  for  other  persons  united,  or  to  be 
united  in  covenants  or  partnership  exceeding  the  num- 
ber of  six  persons  in  England^  to  borrow,  owe,  or  take 
up  money  on  their  bills  or  notes  payable  at  demand, 
or  any  less  time  than  six  months  from  the  borrowing 
thereof. 

The  answer  proceeded  to  state  the  belief  of  the  De- 
fendants that  by  the  bills  or  notes  mentioned  in  the  last 
stated  act,  were  meant  and  intended  bills  obligatory  or 
notes  of  such  corporations  and  copartnerships  which 
were  issued  and  circulated  by  them  for  money  bor- 
rowed, of  the  nature  and  description  of  the  bills  obli- 
gatory, and  notes  which  were  then  issued  and  circulated 
by  the  Bank  oi  England;  and  that,  by  the  said  enact- 
ment, it  was  only  meant  and  intended  to  prevent  cor- 
porations, other  than  the  Bank  of  England,  and  part- 
nerships from  undertaking  to  deal  in  that  part  of  the 
business  of  the  Bank  of  England,  which  consisted  in 
issuing  their  own  notes  or  bills  obligatory  for  money 
borrowed,  and  thereby  to  prevent  such  corporations 
and  partnerships  from  infringing  the  exclusive  privi- 
lege which  it  was  intended  to  give  to  the  Bank  of  Eng^ 
land;  and  that  it  was  not  intended  to  restrain  any  other 
operation  of  banking  whatsoever,  nor  in  any  manner  to 
prevent  corporations,  or  other  persons  connected  in 
partnership,  although  exceeding  the  number  of  six 
persons,  from  accepting  bills  of  exchange  or  orders  for 
Aa  3  the 
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1886.       the  payment  of  money  wbidi  were  not  accepted  for 
Jr^^  -  money  borrowed  by  the  corporation  or  persons  so  accept- 
EvGLANo      ing  the  same,  although  such  bills  of  exchange  or  orders 
Amobbbom.     ^^^^  ^  payable  within  a  less  time  than  six  months 
from  the  time  when  they  were  so  drawn  or  accepted. 
That  m  all  die  different  acts  for  oontmuing  the  privi- 
leges of  the  Bank  of  England  from  the  act  of  the  6  Ann. 
c.  22.  to  the  act  of  89  &  40.  G.  S.,  the  prohibition  to  any 
corporation  other  than  the  Bank  of  England  or  other 
persons  connected  in  partnership  exceeding  the  number 
of  six,  has  always  been  enacted  by  clauses  similar  to 
that  contained  in  the  act  of  the  6  Ann.  c.  22.,  and  that 
the  mischief  intended  to  be  prevented  by  such  pro- 
hibition was  the  mischief  intended  to  be  prevented  by 
the  enactment  of  the  6  Ann. 

That  for  many  years  before  the  year  1825,  the  circu- 
lation of  notes  of  the  Bank  of  En^and  had  been  con- 
fined to  London  and  the  neighbourhood,  with  the 
exception  of  some  few  parts  of  the  country  where  they 
were  also  circulated,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  notes  of  pri- 
vate bankers ;  and  that,  in  all  other  parts  of  England^  the 
paper  money  in  circulation  consisted  chiefly,  if  notentirely, 
of  notes  issued  by  private  bankers.  That,  owing  to  the 
exclusive  privilege,  which  had  been  given  to  the  Bank 
of  England,  of  being  the  sole  bank  of  issue  in  England 
consisting  of  more  than  six  persons,  a  great  number 
of  the  provincial  banks  which  issued  notes  prior  to  and 
in-  the  year  1825,  had  been  established  without  sufficient 
capital.  That  in  the  latter  end  of  the  year  1825,  many 
of  the  provincial  banks  whose  ^notes  passed  as  paper 
money,  and  had  a  very  extensive  circulation,  stopped 
payment,  and  became  bankrupt  or  insolvent,  whereby 
great  mischief,  loss,  and  ruin,  were  occasioned;  and 
that  in  order  to  prevait  the  recurrence  of  this  misdiief, 
and  in  order  to  enable  the  establishment  of  banks  of 

issue 
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issue  of  more  stable  credit,  the  governmept,  with  the        1836. 
consent  of  the  Bank  of  England^  determined  to  make  a  r^y^^^^e 
change  of  the  law  limiting  the  number  of  partners  in      £noland 
banks  of  issue  to  six  persons  only,  and  to  authori^se  the     ^„J^,j 
establishment  of  banks  of  issue,  consisting  of  any  number 
of  persons,  in  any  part  of  the  country  beyond  sixty«five 
miles  from  London^  and  that  for  carrying  such  Intention 
into  efiect  the  act  of  the  7  G.  4.  was  passed. 

That  by  the  S  &  4  W.  4.  c.  83.,  it  was  enacted  (s.  2.), 
that  it  should  be  lawful  for  any  body  politic  or  cor- 
porate whatsoever,  erected  or  to  be  erected,  or  for  any 
other  persons  united  or  to  be  united  in  covenants  or 
partnership^  exceeding  the  number  of  six  persons, 
carrying  on  business  as  bankers,  to  make  any  bill  of 
exchange  or  promissory  note  of  such  corporation  or 
copartnership  payable  in  Lofidon  by  any  agent  of  such 
corporation  or  copartnership  in  London^  or  to  draw  any 
bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note  upon  any  such 
agent  in  London^  payable  on  demand  or  otherwise  in 
London^  and  for  any  less  amount  than  50/.,  any  thing  in 
the  act  of  the  7  Gf.  4.  or  in  any  other  act  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding. 

That  the  prohibitory  words  in  the  act  of  the  3  &  4  ff .  4. 
c.  98.,  whereby  it  was  provided  that  any  body  politic  or 
corporate,  or  partnership,  consisting  of  more  than  six 
persons,  who  should  carry  on  the  trade  or  business  of 
banking  in  London^  or  within  sixty-five  miles  thereof, 
should  not  borrow,  owe,  or  take  up  in  England  any 
sum  or  sums  of  money  on  their  bills  or  notes,  payable 
on  demand,  or  at  any  less  time  than  six  months  from 
the  borrowing  thereof,  were  not  intended  to  operate, 
and  cannot  be  construed  to  operate  in  a  different  or 
more  extended  sense,  than  the  prohibitory  words  used 
-4  a  4  in 
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18S6.       in  the  6  Ann.  c.  22.  and  the  subsequent  acts,  which  were 

J'^'V"^-  intended  only  to  restrain  bodies  politic,  and  partner- 
The  Bank  of     ,  .  ,.         .  •      ^       »  •!••*. 

England  ships  exceeding  six  persons  m  London,  or  within  sixty- 
five  miles  thereof,  from  issuing  their  own  bills  or  notes 
only  for  money  borrowed,  as  in  the  act  of  the  6  Jinn.  c.  22. 
That  long  before  the  act  of  the  5  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  98.«  the 
Bank  of  England  had  ceased  to  issue  sealed  bills,  and 
had  confined  the  issue  of  bills  and  notes  to  the  issue  of 
their  bank  notes,  payable  to  bearer  on  demand,  and  the 
bank  post  bills  payable  at  divers  days  after  date  or  sight, 
to  the  order  of  the  person  therein  named,  in  the  form  in 
which  such  bank  notes  and  bank  post  bills  were  now 
issued.  That  by  the  last-mentioned  act,  the  legislature 
intended  to  permit,  and  did  permit,  any  corporation  or 
any  number  of  persons,  though  exceeding  six  in  number, 
to  establish  a  bank,  and  to  carry  on  all  the  business  of 
banking,  either  in  London  or  within  sixty-five  miles 
thereof,  provided  that  such  bank  was  not  a  bank  of 
issue,  and  did  not  issue  their  own  bills  obligatory,  or 
notes  as  a  bank  of  issue,  and  that  the  legislature  did  not 
intend  to  prohibit,  and  did  not,  by  the  said  act  or  other- 
wise, prohibit  any  bank  or  banking  company,  which 
should  be  established  under  the  authority  of  that  act, 
in  London  or  within  sixty-five  miles  thereof,  from  ac* 
cepting  bills  of  exchange  or  orders  for  the  payment  of 
money,  which  were  not  accepted  for  money  borrowed 
by  co-partners  or  persons  so  accepting  the  same,  al- 
though such  bills  of  exchange  or  orders  should  be 
payable  at  a  less  time  than  six  months  from  the  drawing 
or  accepting  the  same ;  and  that,  in  fact,  it  was  not  by 
the  said  enactment,  intended  to  restrain  any  corporations 
or  other  persons  connected  in  partnership  together,  al- 
though exceeding  the  number  of  six  persons,  from 
accepting  any  bills  of  exchange  or  orders  of  other 
persons,  drawn  upon  them  for  the  payment  of  money, 

although 
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although  such  bills  or  orders  might  be  payable  within  a  1  S$6*  • 

less  time  than  six  months  from  the  time  when  they  were  r^^n^^ . 

so  drawn  or  so  accepted.  Enolano 


The  answer  then  admitted,  that  the  hondon  and  Wett* 
minster  Bank  was  established  in  the  manner  stated  by 
the  biU,  and  it  set  forth  the  deed  of  constitution  of  the 
company,  dated  the  5d  of  Jisfy  1834.  It  admitted  that 
the  company  consisted  of  400  persons  and  upwards ;  it 
stated  that  the  real  object  and  design  of  the  company 
was  to  carry  on  the  business  of  a  bank  of  deposit  upon 
the  terms  therein  stated,  as  they  were  authorised  to  do 
by  the  last*-mentioned  act  of  parliament ;  and  it  denied 
that  it  was  the  object  or  design  of  the  company  to 
borrow,  owe,  or  take  up  money  on  their  bills  or  notes, 
at  a  shorter  date  than  six  months  from  the  issuing 
thereof,  in  violation  of  the  prohibition  of  the  said  act 

The  answer  proceeded  to  state  that,  since  the  filing 
of  the  bill,  the  Defendants  had  been  informed  and 
believed,  that  in  the  month  of  August  1834,  George 
Alfred  Muskett  commenced  business  as  a  banker,  on  his 
own  private  account,  in  the  town  of  St.  Albans.  That 
the  Defendant  Muskett  had,  ever  since  he  commenced 
business,  issued,  and  continued  to  issue,  notes  payable 
to  bearer  on  demand  for  sums  of  61.  each  and  upwards, 
and  that  such  notes  were  payable  not  only  at  St.  Albans, 
but  at  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank,  who  were  the 
London  agents  of  the  Defendant  Muskett.  That  the 
Defendant  Muskett  kept  a  banking  account  with  the 
London  and  Westminster  Bank,  in  the  same  manner  as 
the  other  customers  of  the  bank;  that  be  drew  out 
monies  belonging  to  him  in  the  hands  of  the  London 
and  Westminster  Bank,  by  his  checques,  and  also  by  his 
own  notes,  made  payable  at  the  said  bank,  and  also  by 

his 
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18S6.        hifl  btlLs  of  exchange  drawn  upon  the  said  bank;  and 

Jl^V"^^  that  he  had  drawn  upon  the  said  bank  many  bills  of 
The  Bank  of  ^  ,  .  •  . 

£NaLAM>      exchange,  which  were  payable  at  a  less  time  than  aix 

Amakuoit  months  from  the  date  thereof,  and  that  all  such  bills  of 
exchange  had  been  accepted  by  the  trustees  of  the 
Ijondon  and  Westminsier  Bank  and  had  been  paid  by 
the  said  bank  when  due*  But  the  Defendants  said  that 
none  of  such  bills  were  accepted  by  or  on  account  of 
the  JLondmi  and  WesimnsUr  Bank  for  monies  borrowed 
by  the  said  bank ;  and  that  none  of  them  were  bills  of 
the  London  and  Westminster  Bank,  but  that  they  were 
all  the  bills  of  the  Defendant  Muskeit^  and  that  the 
acc^tance  of  such  bills  by  the  London  and  Westminster 
Bank,  did  not  render  them  the  bills  of  the  company 
within  the  meaning  of  the  prohibition  in  the  belbre- 
mendoned  acts  of  parliament  The  Defendants  denied 
that  Muskelt  had  drawn  upon  the  London  and  Westmin^ 
ster  Bank  promissory  notes  payable  at  less  than  six 
months  from  the  date  thereof^  or  any  promissory  notes 
whatever.  They  admitted  that  MuskeU  had,  on  the 
21st  February  18S5,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  his  bori- 
Bess,  drawn  the  bill  of  exchange  in  the  bill  mentioned, 
and  that  such  bill  of  exchange  was  presented  at  the  house 
of  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank  in  Throgmorion 
Street^  and  was,  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  company, 
accepted  by  James  William  Gilbert^  the  manager  of  the 
London  and  Westminster  Bank ;  but  they  said  thi^  the 
£aid  bill  was  not  accepted  by  or  on  account  of  the  said 
company,  for  monies  borrowed  by  the  company,  and 
that  the  bill  was  not  the  bill  of  the  company,  but  the 
bill  of  George  Alfred  Muskett,  and  that  the  acceptance 
thereof  by  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank  did  not 
Tender  it  the  bill  of  the  company  within  the  meaning  of 
the  prohibition  in  the  before-mentioned  acts  of  parlia- 
ment 

The 
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The  Defendants  denied  that  they  had  ever  borrowed        1696. 
any  nx>ney  whatever  on  their  bills  or  notes,  payable  on    rriTo^^^^r 
denmndt  or  at  a  less  time  than  six  months  from  the      Emglako 
borrowing  thereof.    They  admitted  that  the  directors  of    XhJ^^^ 
the  company  had,  from  time  to  time,  and  continually 
since  the  formation  of  the  partnership,  accq)ted  and 
oaased  to  be  accepted,  bills  of  exchange  for  and  on 
behalf  of  the  company,  at  a  less  time  than  six  months 
from  the  date  thereof,  drawn  upon  them  by  different 
bankers  and  other  persons  in  the  country;  but  they 
said  that  none  of  such  bills  of  exchange  were  accepted 
fot  monies  borrowed  by  the  company,  and  that  the  bills 
were  not  the  bills  of  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank, 
but  the  bills  of  the  persons  drawing  the  same ;  and  that 
the  acceptance  of  such  bills  by  the  London  and  West* 
minster  Bank  did  not  render  them  the  bills   of  the 
company  within  the  meaning  of  the  acts  of  parliament. 

That  the  directors  of  the  company  never  accepted  any 
promissory  notes  whatever.  That,  as  part  of  the  business 
of  the  banking  establishment,  the  company  received  sums 
of  money  from  persons  willing  to  deposit  the  same  with 
the  company,  either  on  a  current  account  or  b&  per- 
manent lodgments ;  and  that,  for  the  money  deposited 
on  a  current  account,  they  gave  receipts  if  required, 
but  allowed  no  interest;  and  that,  for  the  sums  of 
money  deposited  as  a  permanent  lodgment  they  al- 
lowed interest,  provided  such  sums  were  not  withdrawn 
within  three  months,  or  such  other  time  as  might  be 
agreed  upon  with  the  parties  depositing  the  same,  and 
that  they  gave  receipts  to  the  depositors;  but  they 
denied  that  such  deposit  receipts  were  negotiable  or 
transferred  from  one  person  to  another  as  negotiable 
notes,  for  it  was  the  habit  of  the  company  never  to 
repay  the  money  for  which  such  deposit  receipt  had 

been 
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jbeen  given  except  to  the  depositor  personally  attending 
to  receive  the  same,  or  to  some  person  or  persons  to 
whom  the  depositor  should  give  an  order  to  receive  the 
same,  distinct  from  the  deposit  receipt  They  denied 
that  they  received  loans  which  were  called  deposits,  as 
in  the  bill  alleged ;  bat  they  admitted  that,  in  the  usual 
course  of  business  with  their  customers  they  received 
money  from  persons  desiring  letters  of  credit,  and  that 
they  gave  such  letters  of  credit  in  the  usual  manner. 


The  Defendants  admitted  that  George  Alfred  Muskett 
held  fidy  shares  in  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank, 
but  denied  that  he  was  in  any  other  manner  connected 
with  the  said  company,  or  that  the  company  had  any 
control  over,  or  connection  whatsoever  with,  the  St, 
Albans  bank,  except  that  they  acted  as  the  London  agents 
of  the  said  bank. 

The  separate  answer  of  the  Defendant  George  Alfred 
Muskett  was  substantially  to  the  same  effect  as  the  an- 
swer of  the  other  Defendants. 


March  S9, 
35,  24. 


A  motion  was  now  made,  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs, 
for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  directors  of  the  London 
and  Westminster  Bank  from  accepting  or  causing  to  be 
accepted  for  or  on  behalf  of  the  said  company  or  part- 
nership, and  from  authorising  any  one  to  accept  for  or 
on  behalf  of  the  said  company,  any  bills  or  bill  of  ex- 
change, promissory  notes  or  promissory  note,  payable  at 
a  less  time  than  six  months  from  the  date  thereof,  and 
from  in  any  other  manner  borrowing,  owing,  or  taking 
up  in  Englandy  for  or  on  behalf  of  the  said  company  or 
partnership,  or  from  authorising  any  person  to  borrow, 
owe,  or  take  up  in  England^  for  or  on  behalf  of  the  said 
company,  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  on  the  bills  or 

notes 
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notes  of  the  said  company  or  partnership,  payable  on        1S36. 
demand,  or  at  any  less  time  than  six  months  from  the   ,j^y^^  ^ 
borrowing  thereof.  England 

V. 

Anoeajiov. 
Sir  Frederick  PoUock^  Mr.  Wigram^  Mr.  PhiUimore^ 

and  Mr.  Griffith  BichardSj  in  support  of  the  motion. 

This   application   is  founded  upon  the  right  which 
the  Bank  of  England  claims  to  exercise  the  exclusive 
privileges  which  have  been  secured  to  them  by  succes- 
sive acts  of  parliament  —  privileges,  the  possession  of 
which  is  necessary  to  enable  that  corporation  to  per- 
form its  important  functions,  and  the  protection  of  which 
is  no  less  essential  to  the  public  interests  with  reference 
to  the  due  preservation  of  a  circulating  medium  in  which 
the  commercial  world  and  the  country  at  large  may  con- 
fide.    The  Bank  of  England  was  founded  in  the  year 
1694  by  a  charter  of  incorporation  granted  in  pur- 
suance of  the  act  of  the  5  ii  6  W.  S^  M.  c.  20.,  by  which 
act  they  were  empowered  to  borrow  or  give  security  by 
bill,  bond,  covenant  or  agreement  under  their  common 
seal  for  the  sum  of  1,500,000/.,  being  the  amount  of  the 
sum  advanced  by  the  Bank  by  way  of  loan  to  the  go- 
vernment.  The  twenty-ninth  section  of  the  act  provides 
that  "  all  and  every  bill  or  bills,  obligatory  and  of  credit, 
under  the  seal  of  the  said  corporation,  made  or  given 
to  any  person  or  persons,  shall  and  may,  by  indorse- 
ment thereon,   under   the    hand   of  such   person,   be 
transferred,  and  the  person  to  whom  they  are  trans- 
ferred, may  sue  in  his  own  name."     Shortly  after  the 
incorporation  of  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the 
Bank  of  England^  it  became  apparent  that  it  would  be 
necessary  to  give  them  protection  against  the  rivalry 
and  interference  of  other  banking  establishments ;  and, 
accordingly,  by  the  8  &  9  f^  3.  c.  20.,  it  was  provided 
**  that,  during  the  continuance  of  the  Governor  and 

Company 
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1836.        Company  of  the  Bank  of  Englandj  no  other  bank,  or 
n^u^^e   *"y  other  corporation,  society,  fellowship,  company,  or 
England      constitution  in  the  nature  of  a  bank,  should  be  erected, 
Anobrson.     ^^  established,  permitted,  suffered,  countenanced,  or  al- 
lowed by  act  of  parliament  within  this  kingdom.**    This 
enactment  was  an  engagement  on  the  part  of  parliament 
that  the  Bank  of  England  should  be  the  sole  national 
bank,  and  that  no  rival  establishment  should  be  per- 
mitted to  interfere  with  its  exclusive  privileges.     The 
next  statute  is  the  6  Ann.  c.  22.,  in  which  a  clause  was 
introduced  for  the  first  time,  by  way  of  further  pro- 
tection to  the  Bank  of  England^  upon  which  the  pre- 
sent   question  arises.      That  act,    after   reciting   the 
S  &,9  W.S.  c.  20.,  and  that,  notwithstanding  the  pro* 
visions  in  that  act  contained,  *^some  corporations,  by 
colour  of  the  charters  to  them   granted,   and  other 
great  numbers  of  persons,  by  pretence  of  deeds  and  co- 
venants united  together,  had  presumed  to  borrow  great 
sums  of  money,  and  therewith,  contrary  to  the  intent 
of  the  said  act,  did  deal  as  a  bank,  to  the  apparent 
danger  of-  the  established  credit  of  the  kingdom,"  pro- 
ceeds to  enact,  for  preventing  such  practices  in  time 
to  come,  and  the  mischiefs  thence  to  arise,  during  the 
continuance  of  the   Governor  and   Company  of  the 
Bank  of  England^  "  That  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any 
body  politic  or  corporate  whatsoever,  erected  or  to  be 
erected,  other  than  the  said  Governor  and  Company  of 
the  Bank  of  Englandj  or  for  other  persons  whatsoever, 
united  or  to  be  united  in  covenants  or  partnership  ex- 
ceeding the  number  of  six  persons,   in   that  part  of 
Great  Britain  called  England,  to  borrow,  owe,  or  take 
up  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  on  their  bills  or  notes, 
payable  at  demand,  or  at  any  less  time  than  six  months 
from  the  borrowing  thereof."     That  clause  is  repeated 
in  all  the  subsequent  acts  where  the  object  has  been  to 
renew  or  confirm  the  privileges  of  the  bank.     By  the 

acts 
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acts  of  the  7  G.  4.,  and  the  S  &  4  W.  4.  £?.  98.,  certain  J  836. 
modifications  of  the  exclusive  privileges  granted  to  the  Jn^Tk  f 
Bank  of  England  were,  with  the  consent  of  that  corpo-  England 
ration,  made  by  the  legislature.  By  the  first  of  those  j^„j,/^go„. 
statutes,  partnerships,  consisting  of  more  than  six  per- 
sons, provided  their  banking  establishments  were  at  a 
distance  of  more  than  sixty-five  miles  from  London^ 
were  permitted  to  carry  on  the  business  of  banking ; 
but  still  on  certain  conditions,  by  one  of  which  the  ex- 
clusive privilege  now  in  question  is  saved  and  confirmed 
to  the  Bank  of  England.  By  the  latter  statute,  the 
liberty  of  carrying  on  the  business  of  banking,  by  part- 
nerships consisting  of  more  than  six  persons,  is  further 
extended  to  London  and  places  at  any  distance  from 
London^  provided  always  that  they  do  not  attempt  to 
interfere  with  the  exclusive  privilege  of  the  Bank,  •^- 
**  that  they  do  not  borrow,  owe,  or  take  up  money 
on  their  bills  or  notes,  payable  on  demand,  or  at  any 
less  time  than  six  months  from  the  borrowing  thereof.'' 
Under  the  provisions  of  these  acts,  the  Defendants 
established  the  bank,  called  the  London  and  Westminster 
Bank.  On  the  21st  of  February  1835,  they  accepted  a 
bill  of  exchange  for  the  sum  of  25/.,  drawn  by  Henry 
Edwards,  the  clerk  of  George  Alfred  Musiett,  who 
carried  on  business  as  a  banker  at  5/.  Albansy  under 
the  firm  of  the  Bank  of  St.  AUhms,  and  payable  to  the 
order  of  W.  J.  JRobertsony  twenty-one  days  after  date. 
The  distance  of  the  bank  of  iS^.  Albans  from  London  is 
twenty-two  miles ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  this  is 
not  a  violation  of  the  exclusive  privilege  granted  to  the 
Bank  of  England  by  the  statute  of  the  6  Ann.  c.  22., 
and  continued  to  the  bank  by  successive  acts  of  parlia- 
ment down  to  the  3  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  98. 

Three  grounds  of  defence  are  raised  by  the  answer, 
an^  will  be  relied  upon  by  the  DefendanU.    First,  it  is 

to 


V. 

Anderson. 
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1856.        to  be  insisted  that,  provided  the  Defendants  do  not  in- 
J;^%^r^     terfere  with  the  privileges  of  the  Bank  of  EnglatuL  as  a 

iTie  Bank  of    ,       ,       ,  .  ^        ^®  .   ,  i.      i      r 

England      bank  of  issue,  they  have  a  right  to  act  as  a  bank  ot 

deposit,  and  that  the  accepting  of  bills  of  exchange  is 
a  part  of  the  ordinary  business  of  a  bank  of  deposit ; 
that  there  is  nothing  in  the  restrictive  clause  in  the  acts 
to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  accepting  bills  of  ex- . 
change,  payable  at  any  date,  and  that  the  bill  in  ques- 
tion was  the  bill  of  the  person  by  whom  it  was  drawn, 
and  consequently  not  their  bill  within  the  meaning  of 
the  6th  of  Anne.  Secondly,  it  will  be  contended,  that 
by  the  word  *^  bills ''  in  the  6  Ann.^  and  in  the  subse- 
quent acts,  bills  of  exchange  were  not  intended.  Thirdly, 
which  is  the  argument  mainly  to  be  insisted  upon,  it  is 
said  that  the  transaction  between  the  London  and  West^ 
minster  Bank  and  the  bank  of  St,  Albans  did  not  con- 
stitute a  *^  borrowing  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 

As  to  the  first  ground  of  defence,  we  admit  that  the 
Defendants  have  a  right  to  act  as  a  bank  of  deposit, 
provided  they  do  not  interfere  with  the  privileges  of  the 
Bank  of  England,  but  it  is  obvious  that  bills  of  ex- 
change, payable  at  a  short  date,  accepted  by  an  opulent 
joint  stock  banking  company  in  London^  are  liable  to 
get  into  extensive  circulation,  and  interfere  directly  with 
the  privileges  of  the  bank  as  an  exclusive  bank  of  issue. 
If,  therefore,  the  accepting  of  such  bills  by  such  a  bank- 
ing establishment  were  not  expressly  prohibited,  it  is 
within  the  mischief  intended  to  be  provided  against,  and 
therefore  within  the  enactment  As  to  the  suggestion 
in  the  answer,  that  the  bill  accepted  by  the  London  and 
Westminster  Bank,  was  the  bill  of  Mr.  Muskett,  and  not 
the  bill  of  the  acceptors,  it  is  the  acceptor,  not  the 
drawer,  who  is  primarily  liable  to  pay  a  bill  of  ex- 
change ;  the  debt  is  the  debt  of  the  acceptor,  not  of  the 
drawer.    It  is  a  fisdlacy,  therefore,  to  say  that  the  bills 

accepted 
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accepted  by  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank  are  not,  as'       1836. 

well  in  law  as  for  all  substantial  and  commercial  pur-   Jh^*"^^- 
..    .     1  .1,         T     .  .    .  .,  .,.        ,•        The  Bank  of 

poses,  their  bills.     It  is  upon  tbeir  responsibility  that     Englamd 

they  are  issued  into  the  world ;  all  tlje  credit^  which,  .  ^' 
from  its  numbers  and  its  capital,  belongs  to  this  new 
banking  establishment  would  be  given  to  these  bills ; 
and  if  drawn  at  a  few  weeks  or  days  from  the  date,  they 
might  easily,  and  indeed  would  necessarily  come  into 
some  competition  with  the  circulating  medium,  which 
the  bank  is  alone  empowered  to  issue  within  the  distance 
of  sixty-five  miles  from  Liondcm.  It  is  impossible,  there- 
fore, to  contend  successfully  that  this  transaction  is  not  a 
direct  infringement  of  the  exclusive  privilege  of  the  bank. 

As  to  the  sense  in  which  it  is  attempted  by  the  answer 
to  shew  that  the  word  ^^  bills ''  must  be  confined  in  the 
act  of  Anne  and  the  subsequent  acts,  the  construction 
contended  for  by  the  Defendants  is  founded  upon  the 
circumstance  of  the  Bank  oi  England  having  for  a  short 
period  issued  bills,  known  by  the  name  of  ^*  sealed  bills,'' 
which  were  payable  at  a  short  date,  and  bore  interest. 
Such  bills  have  not  for  many  years  been  seen  or  heard 
of;  and,  even  if  it  could  be  shewn  that  these  were  the 
bills  contemplated  by  the  legislature  in  the  prohibitory 
clause  of  the  6th  of  Anne^  it  is  evident  that  they  could 
not  be  the  subject  of  legislative  provision  in  the  more 
recent  statutes.  But  bills  of  exchange  were  well  known 
before  the  6th  of  Anne;  why,  then,  should  they  not 
be  included  under  the  word  "  bills,"  a  word  of  very 
comprehensive  signification,  and  applicable  to  a  great 
variety  of  objects  ?  That  bills  of  exchange  were  not 
excluded,  but  that  it  was.  intended  in  the  prohibitory 
clause  to  include  both  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory 
notes,  may  be  inferred  from  tliis  circumstance,  that 
shortly  before  the  passing  of  the  act  in  which  the  pro- 
hibition is  first  introduced,  and  by  the  3  &  4  of  Ann. 

Vol.  II.  Bb  c.  9., 
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1836.        e,  9^  promissory  notes,  which  were  not  legally  assign- 

f^!^^^f^^f   ftble  by  indorsement,  were  put  upon  the  same  footing  as 

Ekglano      inland  biUs  of  exchange.     Can  it  admit,  therefore,  of 

Andmsom.     '^y  reasonable  doubt,  that  the  words  "bills  or  notes'* 

in  the  6th  of  Atme  were  intended  to  apply  to  bills  of 

exchange  and  promissory  notes? 

As  to  the  third  ground  of  defence,  namely,  that  the 
acceptance  of  a  bill  of  exchange  is  not  a  '^  borrowing," 
and  that,  consequently,  the  London  and  Westminster 
Bank  were  not,  from  the  moment  of  acceptance^  debtors 
upon  the  bill  drawn  by  the  St.  Albans  Bank,  this  point 
has  been  determined  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in 
the  case  of  Broughton  v.  7^  Manchester  Water  Works 
Compafy.  (a)  In  that  case  the  defendants,  who  were  a 
company  incorporated  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  the 
towns  of  Manchester  and  Salfbrd  with  water,  had  ac- 
cepted a  bill  of  exchange  for  200/.,  of  which  the  plain- 
tiffs were  the  indorsees,  payable  at  three  months  from 
the  date ;  and  one  of  the  questions  was,  whether  this 
acceptance  by  a  corporation  was  not  a  vidation  of  the 
6  Ann.  c.22.  5.9.,  and  the  other  acts  by  which  the 
Bank  is  protected,  and  which  contain  the  same  pro- 
hibitory clause.  The  Court  was  of  opinion  that  it  was. 
Lord  Tenterden^  then  Chief  Justice  Abbott^  after  citing 
the  clause  in  the  6th  of  Anne^  says,  '^  That  clause  has 
been  incorporated  into  all  the  subsequent  acts  relating 
to  the  Bank  of  England.  It  seems  to  me  that,  by  the  fiur 
interpretation  of  that  statute,  the  words  *  owe  on  a  bill  of 
exchange '  are  applicable  to  those  who  are  liable  as  ac- 
ceptors; for  such  persons  are  debtors  on  the  bill.  In  the 
case  of  the  bankruptcy  of  an  acceptor,  the  holder  of  the 
bill  proves  the  amount  as  a  debt  under  the  commission, 
and  makes  an  affidavit  that  the  bankrupt  is  indebted 

upon 
{a)3B.iAld.\. 
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upon  the  bill.  It  se^ms  to  me  that  we  should  be  defeat-  1836. 
ing  the  object  of  the  statutes,  if  we  were  to  hold  that  the  J^^™'''^  ^ 
Manchester  Water- Works  Company  could  bind  them-  Enoij^nd 
selves  by  the  drawing  of  bills  of  exchange,  or  by  the  is-  Xmdmsoh. 
suing  of  promissory  notes."  Mr.  J.  Bayley  and  the  other 
Judges  concurred  in  this  view  of  the  case ;  and  they  dis- 
tinguished the  case  from  Wigan  v.  Fowler  (a),  on  the 
ground  that  it  did  not  appear  in  that  case,  on  the  face  of 
the  instrument,  that  the  bill  was  accepted  by  more  than 
six  persons.  In  Wigan  v.  Fender  Lord  Ellenbarough 
certainly  did  intimate  an  opinion  that  the  protection 
given  to  the  Bank  by  the  clause  in  the  15  G.  2.  c.  13., 
and  the  other  acts  prohibiting  the  borrowing  of  money 
by  more  than  six  persons,  on  their  bills  or  notes,  pay- 
able at  a  shorter  date  than  six  months,  extended  only  to 
banking  companies,  and  not  to  copartnerships  consisting 
of  persons  engaged  in  trades  other  than  the  business  of 
banking.  But  Wigan  v.  Fowler  was  a  case  at  nisiprius; 
and  the  opinon  intimated  by  Lord  Ellenborougk  was  not 
necessary  to  support  the  conclusion  to  which  he  came, 
the  action  being  incapable  of  being  maintained  upon 
another  ground.  It  is  not  necessary  that  there  should 
be  a  ^  borrowing,"  if  the  transaction  otherwise  amounts 
to  an  infringement  of  the  exclusive  privileges  of  the 
Bank.  Thus  in  Ex  parte  Bandleson  (i),  where  a  partner 
in  the  Leiih  banking  company  opened  an  office  at  Gzr- 
lide^  and  circulated  there  promissory  notes  drawn  by 
the  company's  cashier  in  Scotland^  and  made  payable  to 
the  bearer  on  demand  at  the  company's  office  in  Leith, 
it  was  held  that  this  was  a  violation  of  the  statutes 
passed  for  the  protection  of  the  Bank  of  Englandj  and 
that  a  debt  founded  on  notes  so  issued  could  not  be* 
proved  under  the  commission.  Here  there  was  no 
,**  borrowing,''  because  the  notes  were  payable  on  de- 
mand. 
.     (a)  1  Siark.  459.  (b)  Mont.  4r  M*Arth.  86. 
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iBSS.       triandl     So  in  Slark  v.  The  Highgale  jtrckwai/  Com^ 

'Th^lnk6f  P^^JIf^^)*  where  the  Defendants  made  a  promissory  note 

£n6lakd      at  two  months  for  the  accommodation  of  the  pi^eei 

ANDEndtm.    °"^  th^Te  was,  in  fact,  no  borrowing,  the  effect  of  the 

decision  of  the  Coort  of  Common  Pleas  was,  ihat  the 

transaction  fell  within  the  prohibitory  ckuse  in  the 

Bank  Acts. 

If  the  construction  contended  for  by  the  Defendants 
be  right,  it  is  certain  that  the  Bank  of  £^//ifi£lhas  rvevtt 
had  any  protection  against  other  corporations  and  copart- 
nerships, consisting  of  more  than  she  persons,  frMi  the 
passing  of  the  6th  of  Anne  to  the  present  moment^  and 
that  there  has  been  nothing  to  preveht  i^y  tkiAiber  of 
persons  from  constituting  themselves  a  bank  tt  issue 
by  accepting  bills,  payable  at  any  time,  howevier  short, 
from  the  date  thereof,  which  might  afterwards  pass 
from  haild  to  hand  to  any  extent,  and  so  form  ^art  of 
the  circulating  medium  of  the  country.  Bat  besides 
the  word  ''borrow,''  there  are  the  words  ^*  owe  or  take 
up."  Now  the  person  accepting  a  bill  of  exchange 
owes  the  amount  of  the  sum  for  which  the  bill  is  drawn 
from  the  moment  of  acceptance.  It  may  be  said -thai 
the  word  '< borrowing''  occurs  alone  in  the  latter  put  of 
the  clause ;  but  the  words  <'  owe  or  take  op,"  which 
occur  in  the  previous  part  of  the  sentence,  are  evidently 
implied ;  and  the  sentence  must  be  understood  as  if  the 
words  were  *^at  any  less  thne  than  six  months  from'  the 
borrowing,  owing,  or  taking  up  thereof."  What  is  the 
meaning  of  the  word  ^<  borrowing,"  as  oontradistUl* 
guished  from  owing  or  taking  up  ?  If  we  can  fix  the 
'  legal  meaning  of  the  word  ^  lolin,''  or  lending,  we  shall 
have  a  clue  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  <* borrowing;" 
for  wherever  there  is  a  lending  thehe  mast  be  a  borrowing. 

Now 

(a)  STaUHf.  799. 
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Mow. the  watd  loan  is  the  emphatic  word  used  in  the      ,\?9f' 
statute  12  Anne^  st.  2,  c.  16.,  by  force  of  which  usurious   -T^^raf*?^ 
contmctsare  made  void;  so  that  wherever  there  is  usury     j^nolako 
.within  thit  sUtute  there  is  a  loan,  aod  wherever  there    j^^^^^^^^ 
is.a  loan  there  is  a  borrowiug.     If  the  money  or  effects 
of ;  one  tiiaa  pass  into  the  hf^ds  of  another,  and  that 
other  pay  .more  than  5  per  cent,  interest  for  forbearance, 
there  is  a  loan  within  the  meaning  of  this  act,  and  by  no 
dcMTiDe  OP  in^nuity  oaa  the  parties  elude  its  provisions. 
If  the  iSf«  Jttans  Bank  has  100/.  in  the  hands  of  the 
JLon^^fi  4Mild  JVefiminster  Bank,  and  draws  a  bill  upon 
thot  bank  for  2SU  this  transaction  constitutes,  in  point. 
ofla^i^i.A'ki^iBg  of  money.    The  bill  becomes  the  pro- 
perly 0f  tb^  St.  vMbam  Bank  or  the  indorsee,  and  the 
money  become,  the.  property  of  the  London  and  JVest-;^ 
{MiMCrr.Baokp.^hicb  it  is  entitled  to  hold  till  the  bill 
beoomea.due.    It  is  a  loan  of  the  25L  to  the  London 
and  Hfesitninsifr  Bank;  aod  where  there  is  a  lending 
thbre  .is  «  borrowing.    The  case  of  Sims  v.  Bond  {a)  is 
a<direot  authority  to  shew  that  sums  of  money  which 
aro.  paid  to  the  credit  of  a  customer  with  a  banker, 
though  usually  called  deposits,  are,  in  fact,  loans  to  the 
baoker.    III  that  case,  A^  one  of  the  part-owners  of  a 
vesad  to*  whom  warrants  of  the  Eas^  India  Company 
tb  pay  the  freight  to  the  owners  or  bearer  had  been 
intrusted  by  the  other  partrowners,  deposited  the  war? 
BSDts  in  the  hands  of  his  bankers,  in  order  that  they 
might 'receive  the  money  and  pkce  it  to  his  banking 
aooount*    The  bankers  did  so;  andi  after  the  death  of 
^  tbc' *awviving  part-owners  sought  to  recover  the 
adiottiit  of  the  process  of.  the  warrants  against  the 
bankers;  but  kwas  h^ldy  that  the  tvaosaction  was  the 
ToBuof  J.  to  tha.bankena,  aod  that  there  was  no  privity 
of  contract  between  the:  surviving  part-owners  a^d,.  the 

bankers. 

(a)  SB^i  4d.  589. 

Bb  S 
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1836.        bankers.    In  Carr  y.  Carr  (a),  and  in  ClaytorCs  Case  (i), 

TlTfi'^T^f  ^^  ^®°^®  principle  is  recognised.     When  the  Londom 

England      and  Westminster'  Bank,  therefore,  accepted  the  bill  drawn 

Andebson     ^^P®"^  th&ai  by  the  St.  Albans  Bank,  eo  instante^  there 

was  a  lending  by  the  St.  Albans  Bank,  and  consequently 

a  borrowing  by  the  London  and  Westmnster  Bank ;  for 

the  terms  loan  and  borrowing  are  correlative ;  and  if 

•  the  transaction  had  been  tainted  by  usury -^  if  more  than 

5  per  cent  discount  had  been  received  upon  the  bill, 

there  would  have  been  a  loan  within  the  meaning  of  the 

12  Ann. ;  and  if  a  loan,  there  was  a  "borrowing." 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  at  this  stage  of  the  ar- 
gument, intimated  that  the  question  raised  upon  this 
motion  was  a  purely  legal  question,  which,  considering 
the  important  consequences  involved  in  its  decision, 
could  not  be  satisfactorily  determined  without  the 
assistance  of  the  opinion  of  a  court  of  law  at  some 
period  of  the  cause.  Where  the  circumstances  of  a 
case  were  such  as  to  require  the  interference  of  a  court 
of  equity  without  delay,  the  Court  would  itself  decide 
upon  a  question  of  legal  right,  for  the  purpose  of 
granting  an  injunction.  Here,  however,  the  case  could 
not  be  said  to  be  of  a  very  pressing  nature,  the  bill  hav- 
ing been  filed  in  March  1835,  the  answer  filed  in  the 
month  of  May  following,  and  notice  to  move  for  the 
injunction  having  been  first  given  on  the  20th  ofjuly. 

On  this  suggestion,  some  discussion  took  place  be- 
tween the  counsel  for  the  Bank  and  the  counsel  for  the 
Defendants,  the  result  of  which  was  that  his  Lordship 
directed  the  motion  to  stand  over,  in  order  to  afford  to 
the  parties  an  opportunity  of  settling  a  case  to  be  sent 
to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 


The 

(a)  1  Mer.  541.  n.  (b)  Devat^nes  v.  Noble^  1  Mer.  568. 
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The  following  case  was  settled  between  the  parties,        1836. 

and  directed  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  to  be  sent  to  J^^^ty"^, 

.      ^  -  _•  _,  The  Bank  of 

toe  Court  of  Common  Pleas.  ENOL^ho 


The  London  and  WestminsUr  Bank  is  a  co-partner- 
ship, consistii^  of  more  than  six  persons,  united  in 
covenants,  carry bg  on  in  London  all  such  parts  of  the 
business  of  banking  as  are  usually  carried  on  by  London 
private  bankers.  Mr.  George  Alfred  Musketi  is  a  pro- 
prietor of  shares  in  the  said  London  and  Westminster 
Bank,  and  became  such  by  a  purchase  of  shares  from  a 
former  shareholder,  Mr.  George  AyVed  Muskett  carries 
on  business  as  a  banker  at  St.  Albans^  which  is  a  town 
within  sixty-five  miles  of  London^  in  the  county  of 
Hertford^  on  his  own  sole  account,  and  is  registered  at 
the  Stamp  Office  as  the  sole  person  interested  in  such 
bank,  under  the  style  and  firm  of  the  Bank  of  St. 
Albans.  The  said  George  Alfred  Muskett  keeps  a  banking 
account  with  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank,  and  the 
London  and  Westminster  Bank  act  as  the  London  agents 
of  the  said  George  Alfred  Muskettj  and  receive  and 
collect  for  him  his  London  monies;  place  the  same 
when  received  to  his  credit;  and  hold  the  same  at  his 
disposal,  as  London  bankers  usually  do  for  their  cus- 
tomers. The  Bank  of  St.  Albans  has  not  any  connection 
whatever  with  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank,  except 
that  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank  act  as  the  London 
agents  of  the  St.  Albans  Bank.  On  the  21st  of  February 
1835,  one  W.  J.  Robertson  applied  at  the  office  of  the 
said  Bank  of  St.  Albans  for  a  bill  of  exchange  on 
London  for  25/.,  and  paid  Henry  Edwards^  the  clerk  of 
the  said  George  Alfred  Muskett^  the  sum  of  25/.  for  the 
same ;  and  thereupon  the  said  George  Alfred  Muskett^ 
by  the  said  Henry  Edwards^  his  clerk,  drew  upon  the 
said  London  and  Westminster  Bank  a  bill  of  exchange, 
and  delivered  the  same  to  the  said  W.  Jl  Robertson. 
The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  said  bill. 

Bb  4t  «  No. 


V. 

Anosbson. 
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1846i.  <(,No.  S63.     Bank  of  Si.  AOarn  post  faiy^  21st  of 

^^o'^f  J^ruary"lS$S»     To  the  Ixmdon  and  Westminster  Baok^ 

England      Throgmorton  Street.  —  Twenty-one  days  after  date,  pay 

Andebson     ^  ^^  order  of  W.  J.  Robertson^  Esq.,  the  sum  of  25t, 

and  place  the  saoie  to  acooont* 

^'  For  the  Bank  of  SL  JibanSf 
'*  25L  ^  Henry  Edwards. 

"Entiir.JB." 

The  said  sum  of  25/.  was  received  by  the  said  George 
Alfred  Muskett  on  his  sole  account,  and  for  his  own  use 
and  advantage.  The  London  and  WestmiMSter  Bank  dad 
not  pay  or  compound  for  the  stamp  duly  on  such  bill ; 
but  the  stamp  duty  on  such  bill  was  paid  or  compounded 
for  by  the  said  George  Alfred  Muskett.  The  said  InII 
was,  on  the  23d  of  February  1835,  presented  tp  the 
said  London  and  Westminster  Bank  £ir  acceptance ;  and 
the  same  was  accepted,  by  order  of  the  directors  thereof, 
as  follows :  -^ 

'<  Accepted, 
<*  At  38.  Tkrogmorton  Street^  per  proouration  of  the 
trustees  of  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank. 

"J.  W.  Gilbert, 

<(  Manager/' 

At  the  date  of  the  presentation  of  the  said  bill  for  ao-  \ 
ceptance  the  said  London  and  Westminster  Bank  had«  as 
such  London  bankers  of  the  said  George  Alfred  Musiett 
as  aforesaid,  monies  in  their  hands  to  an  amount  ex- 
ceeding 252. ;  and  the  said  bill  was  accepted  for  and  on 
account  of  the  said  London  and  Westminster  Bank* 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was, 
whether  the  acceptance  by  the  said  I/mdon  and  We^t^ 
minster  Bank  of  the  said  bill  was  lawful,  having  regard 

to 
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to  the  provisimis  of  the  act  3  &  4  W.  4.  c,  98.,  and  other        1937. 

acts  passed,  and  now  in  force,  respecting  the  Bank  of   ^^Hf^"^ 

The  Bank  ol 
EnglaruL  Eirot^ANO 

V. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Michaelmas  term,  18S7.(tf) 
The  Court  departed  from  the  usual  (though  modern)         jgj^^ 
practice  of  merely  certifying  their  opinions,  the  grounds       ^^'"^  i^* 
upon  which  the   Court  formed  their  opinions  being 
stated,  as  follows,  by  Chief  Justice  TindaL 


The  case,  which  has  been  sent  to  us  by  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  involves  in  its  determination  results  of  such 
general  importance,  that  we  have  thought  it  right,  not 
merely  to  certify  our  opinion  to  his  Lordship  in  the 
ordinary  way,  but  to  state  publicly  the  grounds  and 
reasons  on  which  such  opinion  has  been  formed. 

The  question  is,  whether  a  copartnership,  consisting 
of  more  than  six  persons,  and  carrying  on  the  trade  or 
business  of  bankers  within  the  distance  of  sixty-five 
miles  from  London^  can,  by  law,  in  the  course  of  such 
trade  or  business  as  bankers,  accept  a  bill  of  exchange 
payable  at  less  than  six  months  from  the  time  of  giving 
such  acceptance ;  and  we  are  of  opinion,  regard  being 
had  to  the  various  statutes  which  relate  to  the  Bank  of 
Englandj  that  such  an  acceptance  is  not  a  lawful  ac- 
ceptance. In  thus  stating  the  question,  we  purposely 
insert,  as  one  of  its  terms,  that  the  acceptance  is  given 
in  the  course  of  the  Defendants'  trade  or  business  as 
bankers;  first,  because  such  appears  to  us  to  be  the 
necessary  character  of  the  transaction  described  in  the 
case;    and,   secondly,   because  we    are    unwilling    to 

embarraiss 

(a)  See  BinghanCt  yew  Caset,  vol.iii.  p.  589.,  where  the  argu- 
ment is  fblly  reported. 
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1837*        emberrass  the  general  question  with  the  consideration  of 

Jjj^^l^^^  one  of  much  less  importance;  namely,  whether  an  ac- 

£iiGLAMo      ceptance  given  by  more  than  six  persons  in  partnership, 

.     ^\  but  not  as  bankers,  or  by  more  than  six  persons  in 

partnership,  as  bankers,  but  given  in  payment  of  their 

private  debt,  or  for  goods  sold,  or  salaries  of  clerks,  or 

rent,  or  the  like,  would  or  would  not  fall  within  the  re- 

stricdon  to  which  we  shall  afterwards  more  particularly 

advert,  and  which  we  consider  under  the  severaistatuCes 

to  be  still  in  force. 

The  question  above  stated  depends  for  its  answer 
upon  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  statute 
S  &  4  f^  4.  c.  98.,  the  statute  which  is  at  present  in 
force  and  operation ;  and  the  particular  clause  of  the 
statute  which  bears  upon  it  is  sect  8.,  by  which  it  is 
enacted,  *^  that  any  body  politic  or  corporate,  or  society^ 
or  company,  or  partnership,  although  consisting  of  more 
than  six  persons,  may  carry  on  the  trade  or  business  of 
banking  in  London^  or  within  sixty-five  miles  thereof, 
provided  that  such  body  politic  or  corporate,  or  society, 
or  company,  or  partnership,  do  not  borrow,  owe,  or 
take  up  in  England  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  on  their 
bills  or  notes  payable  on  demand,  or  at  any  less  time 
than  six  months  from  the  borrowing  thereof." 

These  prohibitory  words  are  found  originally  in  the 
ninth  section  of  the  statute  6  Ann.  c.  22.,  by  which 
statute  any  direct  restriction  was  for  the  first  time  im- 
posed upon  the  rights  of  the  public,  in  favour  of  the 
Bank  of  England.  And,  in  order  to  determine  the 
proper  construction  which  is  to  be  put  on  the  words 
employed  by  the  legislature  in  the  statute  of  his  present 
Majesty,  it  will  be  advisable  to  ascertain,  in  the  first 
place,  the  intention  of  the  legislature  when  the  same 
restriction  was  originally  imposed;   and  afterwards  to 

consider, 


»x. 
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consider,  whether  any  of  the  subsequent  statutes^  passed        ]  837. 

from  time  to  time  for  the  renewal  or  confirmation  of  ^!!^y^^ 

The  Bank  of 
the  privileges  of  the  Bank  of  England,  either  throw  any      England 

light  upon  the  original  intention  of  the  legislature  as  to     a^' 

the  extent  of  the  restriction,  or  have  by  their  own 

operation  enlarged  such  extent 

The  Bank  of  England  was  first  established  by  the 
5  &6  W.S^  M.C.  20.,  which,  by  sect  19«,  gave  power 
to  their  Majesties,  by  letters  patent,  to  incorporate  the 
subscribers  and  contributors  to  the  sum  of  money  therein 
mentioned,  by  the  name  of  the  Governor  and  Company 
of  the  Bank  of  England.  By  two  subsequent  sections, 
the  twenty^sixth  and  twenty-seventh,  the  corporation  is 
prohibited  from  buying  or  selling  any  goods,  wares,  or 
merchandise,  but  not  from  dealing  in  bills  of  exchange, 
or  from  buying  or  selling  bullion,  gold,  or  silver,  or 
goods  deposited  with  them.  This  statute,  however,  does 
not  confer  any  exclusive  privil^e  whatever  on  the  Bank 
beyond  that  given  by  the  twenty-eighth  section,  namely, 
that  of  making  their  bills  obligatory  and  of  credit  under 
the  seal  of  the  corporation,  transferable,  Mies  quotieSf 
by  indorsement  under  the  hand  of  the  holder,  and 
allowing  the  assignee  to  sue  upon  the  same  in  his  own 
name;  but  the  statute  itself  is  altogether  silent  as  to  the 
intention  of  the  legislature,  whether  the  Bank,  thereby 
empowered  to  be  created,  should  be  a  bank  of  circula- 
tion and  issue,  or  merely  a  bank  of  deposit  Under 
the  powers  of  this  statute  the  Governor  and  Company 
of  the  Bank  of  England  were  shortly  afterwards  made 
a  body  corporate  by  royal  charter;  and  by  the  statute  of 
the  8  &  9  ^  8.  r.  20.,  which  is  the  next  in  succession 
relating  to  the  Bank,  the  stock  of  the  company  is  allowed 
to  be  augmented  and  increased;  and  the  first  direct 
privilege  is  conferred  upon  the  company,  by  enacting,  in 
sect  28.,  that,  during  the  continuance  of  the  corpora- 
tion, 
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1887*  iioDy  ^no  other  bank,  or  any  other  oorporali«v  society^ 
yJj*^^\  frliewsbip,  company,  or  constituttoo  in  the  nature  of  a 
Emoland  bank,  shall  be  erected  or  established,  permlttad,  snflered^ 
AifDBKsoir  eoHtitenanced,  or  allowed  by  act  of  parliament  widim 
diis  kingdom ;  **-  which  words  are  explamed  in  a  falter 
statute,  15G«2.  c.  ]3.^.5^  to  intend,  <^tbat  tto  other 
bank  shall  be  erected,  established,  or  allowed  by  parli»* 
ment."  From  this  time  no  extension  whatever  of  the 
privileges  of  the  Bank  took  place,  until  the  passing  of 
the  statute  6  Anm  r.  22.,  above  referred  to^  when,  in  an 
act  of  piuriiament,  the  title  to  which  embraces  a  vari^y 
of  subjects  of  legislaticHi  having  no  Delation  to  eaab 
other,  and  states,  among  the  rest,  that  of  ^'^  An  Act  fcr 
securing  the  credit  of  the  Bank  of  iEt^bmdf"  the 
prohibition  above  referred  to,  upon  theipropisr  oonstrao* 
tion  of  which  the  present  inquiry  mainly  turns,  is  first 
created  by  the  legislature* 

In  the  interval^  however,  between  the  ineorporatioa 
of  the  Bank  of  England  and  the  statute  of  Anne^  that 
is,  between  the  years  1694  and  1707)  it  n  certain  tfiat 
the  Bank  had  begun  and  continued  to  act  las  a  baiik  of 
circulation  and  issue,  and,  probaUy,  to  a  very  cimstderM 
able  extent  This  appears  evident,  as  well  from  the 
language  of  the  recital  of  the  thirty-sixth  section  of  the 
statute  8  &  9  ^  3.  c.  20.  above  referred  to,  as  from-  ithet 
enacting  words  of  that  section.  The  thirty*aixth  aec^ioa 
recites,  *<that  divers. frauds  and  cheats  had  been  pat> 
upon  the  Governor  and  Company  of  die  Bank -of  >Eng^^' 
ItmdL,  by  the  altering,  forging,  and  counterfdiiting  of  the^ 
Bdnk^-bills  and  Bank-'notes  of  the  somI  Governor  and) 
Company,  aixl  by  the  rasing  iand  altering  indoi^e^ 
raents  thereupon,  to  the  great  decay  of  credit/'  After 
which  the  clatise  thenpcMDceeds,  Hitbat-fiir  redressrog' 
the  aame  for  the  futuoe  itis/enaeted,'  that  the  lbr|eing 
and.  ooanterfeitang;  the  conimon-seaK  of  the  corpora-r  . 

tion 
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tian  of  the  Ghnreraor  and  Company,  or  of  any  sealed       1SS7* 

Bank-bill  made  or  irtTen  oat  in  the  name  of  the  said  .^^^"^^^ 
_  ,    r..  ^        ,  '«  The  Bank  of 

GroTemor  and  Company,  for  the  payment  of  any  saoi     Bimlamd 

of  BBoney,  or  of  any  Bank-note  of  any  sort  Trfaatso*    Ahbmson 

ever,  signed  for  the  said  Governor  and  Company  of  the 

Bank  of  Eftgbnd,  or  the  altering  or  raiing  any  in* 

dorsement  on  any  Bank-bill  or  note  of  any  sort,  shall 

be  -and  is  hereby  adjudged  to  be  felony  without  ben^t 

of  clergy."     This  clause  affords  an   inference  which 

seems  undeniable;  namdy,  that  in   1697,   when  that 

statute  was  passed,  the  Bank  of  Englamd  was  in  the 

faabit  of -isauing  Bank-bills  sealed  and  Bank-notes  signed 

so  largely^  that  the  protection  of  such  bills  and  notes 

frbm   forgery  \wds  essential  to  the   preservation  and 

seenfity>o£tke  public  credit 

In  this  state  of  things  the  statute  of  Anne  was  passed. 
The  clause  in  quesdon  begins  by  reciting  the  enact- 
mentaof  the  before-mentioned  statute,  8  &  9  fF.  d«  c.  20., 
by  which  it  was  provided  that,  during  the  continuance 
of  the  corporation  of  the  Governor  and  Company  of 
the  Bank  of  En^ndy  no  other  bank,  or  any  other  cor- 
poration, society,  fellowship,  company,  or  constitution 
in  the  nature  of  a  bank,  shall  be  erected  or  estaUished^ 
petmitted,  suffered,  countenanced,  or  allowed  by  act  of 
parliament  within  the  kingdom ;  nevertheless,  that,  since 
tbe  passing  of  die  said  act,  some  corporations,  by  colour 
of  the  eharters  to  them  granted,  and  other  great  nam* 
befsof  persons  by  pretence  of  deeds  or  covenants, 
united  together,  have  poesumed  to  borrow  great  sums 
of  monejr,  and  tj»erewith,  contrary  to  the  intent  of  the 
said  act,  do  deal  as  «  bank,  to  the  apparent  danger  of 
the  established  credit  of  the  kingdom ;"  and  after  this 
recilBl^  the  statute!  proceeds  to  proifide  the  remedy  iti 
the  tenns  following ;  namely,  **ithat  it  shall  notbe  lawfiii 
for  any  body  politic  or  corporate  whatsoever,  erected 

or 
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1837.        or  to  be  erected,  other  than  the  said  Governor  and 

„r^  ^   .    Company  of  the  Bank  of  Englandf  or  for  other  persons 

England      whatsoever,  united  or  to  be  united  in  covenants  or  part- 

Andbbion«    i^ci^liipi  exceeding  the  number  of  six  persons,  in  that 

part  of  Great  Britain  called  Englandj  to  borrow,  owe, 

or  take  up  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  on  their  bills  or 

notes  payable  at  demand,  or  at  any  less  time  than  six 

months  from  the  borrowing  thereof." 

The  great  grievance,  therefore,  to  which  the  statute 
of  Anne  intended  to  apply  a  remedy,  was  that  of  other 
corporations,  and  large  numbers  of  persons  united  in 
partnership,  contrary  to  the  intent  of  the  statute  of  Wi  S^ 
«  presuming  to  deal  as  a  bank ;  '*  that  is,  as  a  bank  of 
circulation  and  issue;  for  merely  dealing  as  a  bank  of 
deposit  could  scarcely  ^^  afiect  the  credit  of  the  Bank  of 
Englandf**  the  security  of  which  credit  is  the  object  men- 
tioned in  the  title  of  the  act ;  still  less  could  it  operate 
<^  to  the  danger  of  the  established  credit  of  the  king- 
dom," which  is  the  effect  of  such  dealing  as  described 
in  the  recital  to  the  same  section. 

Such  then  being  the  grievance  felt  and  described  in 
the  statute,  the  remedy,  which  the  legislature  would,  d 
priori^  be  expected  to  apply,  is  some  remedy  co-exten- 
sive with  the  mischief  itself;  some  enactment,  which,  if 
it  did  not  in  terms  prevent  persons  united  in  a  copart- 
nership of  more  than  a  given  rtamherjram  ^  dealing 
as  a  bank  of  circulation  '*  altogether,  would  at  least  im- 
pose such  restraints  and  regulations  upon  their  mode  of 
dealing  as  a  bank  as  would  prevent  them  from  coming 
into  competition  with  the  dealing  of  the  Bank  of  Eng^ 
ktndf  by  laying  a  sufficient  check  upon  the  issue  of 
negotiable  bills  or  notes,  having  the  security  of  a  large 
body  of  copartners,  and  made  payable  on  demand,  or  at 
a  very  short  time  after  their  issue* 

Whatever 
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Whatever  was  the  extent  of  the  restriGtion  thus  ori-        I8S7. 
ginally  imposed  by  the  statute  of  Annef  it  is  found  to  be   Jlj^n^^^r 
repeated  in  all  the  subsequent  statutes  passed  from      fiNOLioiD 
time  to  time  for  the  renewal  or  confirmation  of  the     k^j^^igo^ 
privileges  of  the  Bank  of  Englatidj  if  not  in  words  pre- 
cisely the  same  to  the  very  letter,  yet  in  words  bearing 
precisely  the  same  meaning ;  and  it  is  for  the  last  time 
inserted  in  the  statute  before  referred  to,  the  S  &  4r  ^  4. 
c.  98.,  as  the  proviso  or  condition  upon  the  observ- 
ance of  which  '^  any  society  or  partnership,  although 
ccmsisting  of  more  than  six  persons,  might  carry  on  the 
trade  or  business  of  banking  in  Jbandon^  or  within  six^- 
five  miles  thereof."     And  the  question  immediately 
before  us  is,  whether  this  restriction  is  framed  in  such 
terms  as  to  comprise  within  its  limits  and  extend  to  the 
transaction  stated  in  the  case. 

Upon  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  it  is  contended  that 
the  facts  stated  in  the  case  do  not  bring  the  transaction 
within  the  restrictions  of  the  statutes ;  and,  as  the  three 
principal  objections,  which  have  been  urged,  are  grounded 
upon  the  language  used  in  the  statute  of  Atme^  we  will 
consider  them  in  their  order. 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  objected  that  the  statute  of 
Avne^  using  the  term  *'  bills  "  simply  and  without  any 
addition,  must  be  construed  to  intend  *'  bills  sealed  or 
obhgatory,"  or,  as  they  are  commonly  termed,  single 
bills ;  and  that,  by  reference  to  the  two  former  acts  passed 
in  the  preceding  reign  for  the  establishment  of  the  Bank 
otEnglandi  bills  of  occhange  cannot  be  held  to  be  in- 
eluded  in  the  word  **  bills  "  without  any  addition. 

In  the  second  place,  it  is  objected  that  no  case  can 
£edl  within  the  meaning  of  the  restriction,  unless  where 
the  transaction  is  such  as  to  import  <^  a  borrowing  "  on 

the 
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1397.        the  part  of  the  c^Mirtnership^  wlucb»  as  it  is  argnedy 

J^I^'V^^     cannot  be  said  to.  exist  on  the  present  occasion. 
The  Bank  of  ^ 

£nGL4ND 

^^^^'  And,  thirdly,  it  is  objected  that^  even  if  the  Defend- 

ants can  be  held  to  have  **  borrowed ''  by  accepting  the 
bill,  yet  that  they  have  not  borrowed  *'  on  their  bill,'' 
which  is  required  by  the  statute. 

With  respect  to  each  of  these  otgections,  it  may  be 
advisable,  in  order  to  discover  the  views  of  the  legis- 
lature, to  consider,  first,  the  statute  of  Jbme  taken  by 
itsdf ;  and,  next,  some  of  the  subsequent  acts  passed  in 
fori  materid,  in  order  to  discover  whether  they  throw 
any  light  upon  the  language  originally  employed  in  the 
first  statute,  or  make  any  legislative  alteration  therein  by 
subsequent  enactment.  And,  with  respect  to  the  first  ob* 
jection,  we  think  there  must  be  considerable  doubt  as  to 
the  soundness  of  the  construction  contended  for.  by  the 
Defendants,  when  it  is  observed  that  the  statute  ofAtme 
is  not  speaking,  in  the  clause  under  consideration,  of  the 
bills  or  notes  of  the  Grovemor  and  Company  of  the 
Bank  of  EtigUmd^  but  of  bills  or  notes  of  any  other 
bodies  politic  or  corporate^  and  of  persons  united  in  co- 
partnership to  a  greater  number  than  six*     It  is,  there- 
fore, no  necessary  inference  that  by  '*  bills ''  the  statute 
meant  such  hills  only  as  the  Bank  of  England  were  in 
the  habit  of  issuing;  but  all  other  bills  might  equally  be 
included.     But  again,  the  restriction  relates  to  bills  of 
persons  in  copartnership ;  but,  as  such  persons  can  have 
no  common  seal,  it  would  seem,  to  say  the  least  of  it,  very 
improbable  that  the  statute  could  have  intended  bills 
sealed  with  the  several  seals  of  a  copartnership,  consist- 
ing of  persons  exceeding  the  number  of  six  to  an  in- 
definite extent ;  sealed  bills  by  an  indefinite  number  of 
private  partners  never  having  been  heard  of  in  the 
course  of  trade,  certainly  never  as  a  mediam  of  circu- 
lation ; 
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lation ;  the  very  necessity  of  proof  of  so  many  separate        1837. 
sealings  (the  law  of  England  not  allowing  any  one  part-   fpiTu^l^c 
'  ner  to  seal  for  others  under  an  implied  authority)  ren-      £nglako 
dering  the  recovery  on  such  instruments  almost  imprac-     ^^dkmon 
ticable.     Again,  neither  the  bills  sealed  by  other  bodies 
corporate,  or  by  copartners,  were  negotiable  instruments, 
not  being  transferable  by  indorsement  under  the  band  of 
the  holder ;  the  power  given  for  transferring  such  sealed 
bills  by  indorsement  being  limited  by  the  statute  to  the 
case  of  sealed  bills  of  the  Bank  of  England.     To  con- 
strue the  restriction,  therefore,  as  limited  to  sealed  bills 
of  copartners  would  be  to  legislate  against  a  danger 
which  could  not  by  possibility  exbt. 

Again,  the  manifest  object  of  the  restriction  was  to 
prevent  the  circulation  of  negotiable  paper,  of  whatever 
description  it  might  be,  which  might  come  into  com- 
petition with  the  circulating  paper  of  the  Bank  of  Eng-^ 
land.  To  prohibit,  therefore,  the  issue  of  such  bills 
only  as  corresponded  in  precise  form  with  those  adi^ted 
by  Uie  Bank,  and  to  permit  the  issue  of  bills  of  any  other 
form,  would  have  fallen  short  altogether  of  the  object 
professed  by  the  restriction ;  it  would  have  conferred  no 
advantage  whatever  on  the  Bank,  nor  any  security  to 
public  credit  We  therefore  think,  looking  at  the 
statute  oi  Anne  alone,  the  sounder  construction  is,  that 
in  using  the  general  expression  *^  bills  or  notes,"  it  was 
the  object  of  the  legislature  to  comprise  within  the  re- 
striction all  negotiable  instruments  which  could  fiUl 
in  common  understanding,  at  that'  time,  within  either  of 
those  denominations.  And  again,  when  it  is  further 
considered  that,  within  three  years  before  the  passing  of 
the  statute  oi  Anne^  promissory  notes  and  inland  bills  of 
exchange  had  been  put  by  the  legblature  upon  the  same 
iboting,  we  think  tl>e  expression  of  *'  bills  and  notes  " 
may,  with  more  propriety  oi  construction,  be  held  to 

Vol.  II.  C  c  comprise 
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1837.       eonipriae  bills  of  exchange,  than  be  confined  to  UBs 

ThTB^f  '«^«'«^ 
England 

Anoebson.  ^^^  ^^  order  to  arrive  at  the  meanii^  of  the  prohibit 
tion  in  the  present  statute  Sk^bJV.Af^  which  is  borrowed 
from  the  statute  6  Ann.^  the  acts  passed  by  the  lepsla- 
ture  in  pari  materiA^  between  the  two,  may  be  referred 
to  with  great  advantage.  The  question  is»  whether  the 
expression  '*  bills  or  notes,"  fonnd  in  both  those  acts» 
is  confined  to  bills  sealed  and  promissory  notes.  The 
affirmative  of  that  proposition  is  contended  for  by  the 
Defendants,  on  the  ground  of  the  lan^iage  employed 
by  the  legislature  in  the  two  earliest  Bank  acts.  Do  the 
subsequent  acts  bear  out  or  impugn  that  construction  ? 
The  statute  which  appears  to  us  to  throw  the  greatest 
light  on  the  question  is  the  15  6.  2.  a  13.  The  fifth 
section  of  that  act,  which  redtes  that  it  is  passed  ^'to 
prevent  any  doubts  that  may  arise  oooceming  the  privi- 
lege or  power  given  by  former  acts  to  the  Governor  and 
Company  of  exclusive  banking,  and  also  in  rq^ard  to 
the  erecting  any  other  bank  or  banks  by  parliament,  or 
restraining  other  persons  from  banking  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  said  privilege^"  then  proceeds  to  declare 
that  it  is  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  this  act  '*  that 
no  other  bank  shall  be  erected,  established,  or  allowed 
by  parliament;  and  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  . 
body  politic,  &c«,  to  borrow,  owe,  or  take  up  any  sum 
or  sums  of  money  on  their  bills  or  notes  payable^  &c*, 
as  stated  in  the  statute  of  Anne.  Now,  in  the  twelfth 
section  of  the  very  same  statute,  the  word  *'bill^  requires* 
manifestly  the  construction  of  a  bill  not  under  the  seal 
of  the  company,  but  an  ordinary  bill  of  exchange.  It 
is  an  enactment  that,  *<  if  any  officer  or  servant  of  the 
Company,  intrusted  with  any  note»  bill,  dividend-warrant, 
bond,  deed,  or  any  security,  money,  or  other  e&ota 
belonging  to  the  said  Company,  shall  embeiide  any  such* 

note, 
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note,  billy  dividend-warrant,  bond,  deed,  &C.,  such  per**       18S7. 
son  shall  be  guilty  of  felony."     It  appears  to  us  that  »rj^^*k   f 
the  words  "  note  "  and  '*  bill,''  when  occurring  without     Enolano 
any  addition  in  the  twelfth  section,  must  be  held  to     AvDEBtoK. 
mean  not  bills  scaled  only,  but  bills  of  exchange ;  and, 
if  so,  the  same  expression  ^*  bills  or  notes*,''  occurring  in 
the  &Bh  sectiouy  which  is  expressly  stated  to  have  been 
passed  to  prevent  any  doubts  as  to  the  privileges  given 
by  former  acts,  most  receive  the  same  construction. 

The  statote  next  in  order  of  time,  to  which  refierence 
may  be  made  for  the  purpose  before  adverted  to,  is  that 
of  7  6. 4.  €.  46.  By  that  statute,  it  is  recited  that  the 
Bank  of  England  had  consented  to  relinquish  so  much 
of  their  exclosive  privilege  of  banking  as  prohibits  more 
than  SIX  persons  in  England^  acting  in  copartnershipj 
from  borrowing,  owing,  &c.,  at  a  greater  distance  than 
6ixty«-five  miles  from  London^  under  certain  conditions 
therein  specified.  One  of  these  conditions  is  stated  in 
sect  d«  to  be  this,  that  such  partnership  do  not  borrow, 
owe^  or  take  up  in  London^  or  within  sixty-five  miles 
thereof,  any  sum  of  money  on  any  bill  or  promissory 
note  of  any  such  copartnership  payable  on  demand,  or 
at  any  less  time  than  six  months  from  the  borrowing 
thereof,  ^<  nor  make  or  issue  any  bill  or  bills  of  ex« 
change  or  promissory  note  of  such  copartnership,  con- 
trary to  the  provbions  of  the  recited  act  of  the  S9  & 
40  6.  a/'  These  kst  words  plainly  shew  .that  bills  of 
exchange  are  within  some  of  the  provisions  of  S9  & 
40  6.  S. ;  but,  upon  reference  to  that  statute,  no  words 
ane  found  to  comprehend  them,  except  the  expression 
so  often  adverted  to,  -*-  <*  bills  or  notes/' 

The  veiy  same  section  further  provides,  that  it  shall 
not  extend  to  prevent  soeh  copartnership  (that  is,  a  co- 
partnership carrying  on  their  business  as  bankers  beyond 
Cc  2  sixty. 
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1857.  sixty-five  miles  from. Z^nrfon),  by  any  agent,  from  dis- 
Jjj^'V^^  counting  in  London  "any  bill  of  exchange  not  drawn  by 
England  or  upon  such  copartnership,  or  by  or  upon  any  person 
AndJ  so  ^"  ^^^^  behalf."  Now  the  manifest  object  of  the  intro- 
duction of  this  negative,  was  to  let  it  appear  clearly  to 
the  world,  that  the  circulation  in  Londoti  of  bills  of 
exchange,  at  short  dates  upon  the  credit  of  such  country 
copartnership,  either  as  drawers  or  acceptors,  was  ex- 
eluded  from  the  benefit  of  the  proviso;  and  the  anxiety 
upon  this  subject,  is  further  manifested  by  the  provision 
contained  in  the  second  section,  that  such  country  co- 
partnerships shall  not  draw  upon  any  person  resident  in 
London^  any  bill  of  exchange  which  shall  be  payable  on 
demand,  or  for  less  than  50/.  With  such  an  object  in 
view,  it  can  scarcely  be  conceived  to  be  within  the  in- 
tention of  the  legislature,  that  a  bill  of  exchange  at 
twenty-one  days  for  25/.,  as  in  the  present  case,  or,  as  it 
might  be  at  three  days  for  5/.,  for  the  argument  is  pre- 
cisely the  same,  might  be  accepted  by  a  banking  co- 
partnership in  London^  and  circulated  in  London,  upon 
their  credit,  without  any  violation  of  the  prohibition  in 
the  same  statute  to  owe  money  on  such  bill. 

Lastly,  to  take  into  consideration  the  recent  statute  of 
S  &  4  ^.  4.,  the  third  section  of  that  statute,  after  re- 
citing the  intention  of  the  act  to  be,  that  the  Governor 
and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England  should,  during 
the  period  stated  in  that  act  (subject  nevertheless  to 
such  redemption  as  was  described  therein),  continue  to 
hold  and  enjoy  all  the  exclusive  privileges  of  banking 
given  by  the  said  recited  act  of  the  39  &  40  G.  3.,  as 
•  regulated  by  the  said  recited  act  of  the  7  G.  4.,  or  any 
prior  or  subsequent  act  or  acts  of  parliament,  but  no 
other  or  further  exclusive  privilege  of  banking ;  and 
that  doubts  had  arisen  as  to  the  construction  of  the  said 
acts,  and  as  to  the  extent  of  such  exclusive  privilege, 

and 
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and  it  was  expedient  that  the  same  should  be  removed ; '  1SS7* 
it  was,  therefore,  declared  and  enacted  that  any  body  'n^'^f^e 
politic  or  corporate,  or  society,  or  company,  or  partner-  England 
ship,  although  consisting  of  more  than  six  persons,  ^^1,5^150,^ 
might  carry  on  the  trade  or  business  of  banking  in 
London^  or  within  sixty-five  miles  thereof,  ^*  provided 
that  such  body  politic,  &c.,  do  not  borrow,  owe,  or  take 
up  in  England^  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  on  their  bills 
or  notes,  payable  on  demand,  or  at  any  less  time  than 
six  months  from  the  borrowing  thereof."  Here  is  a 
modern  act  of  parliament  in  which  the  expression  of 
**  bills  or  notes  '*  is  found  to  occur.  Suppose  this  statute 
had  stood  alone,  would  any  one,  at  this  time  of  day, 
hesitate  in  construing  it  to  intend  bills  of  exchange  and 
promissory  notes  ?  And  when  we  see  the  expression  in 
•  the  section  which  recites  that  doubts  had  arisen  as  to  the 
construction  of  the  former  acts,  and  as  to  the  extent  of 
the  exclusive  privilege,  we  think  it  amounts  to  a  legis- 
lative declaration,  that  the  words  in  the  former  statutes 
are  to  be  construed  in  the  sense  which  the  same  words 
import  at  the  time  when  the  new  statute  speaks. 

But  the  second  objection,  grounded  upon  the  words 
of  the  original  statute,  and  upon  which  the  principal 
reliance  appears  to  have  been  placed  in  the  course  of 
the  argument,  is  that  the  transaction  stated  in  die  case 
cannot  be  held  to  be  a  "borrowing;"  that  the  accept- 
ance by  a  banker  of  a  bill,  drawn  upon  him  by  his 
customer  at  a  distant  day,  for  the  payment  of  his,  the 
customer's  money,  placed  in  the  banker's  hands,  is  no 
loan  to  the  banker,  and  consequently  no  borrowing  by 
him,  but  merely  a  mode  of  payment  to  the  customer  of 
what  is  his  own.  But  it  appears  to  us,  in  the  first 
place,  that  the  acceptance  pf  the  bill  under  the  circum- 
stances stated  in  the  case,  is  to  be  considered  a  borrow- 
ing, in  point  fff  law.  By  taking  the  acceptance,  the 
Cc  S  customer 
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18S7.       customer  consents  that  his  money  shall  remain  in  h» 

The^nkof  '^n^^^*'  hands  until  the  bill  becomes  due ;  he  has  no 

England      power  or  right,  after  receiving  the  acceptancei  to  change 

Andsbsom.     ^'^  mind,  cancel  the  acceptance,  and  compel  the  banker 

to  pay  his  money  on  demand.    The  drawmg  and  ac* 

cepting  the  bill  forms  a  contract  between  the  drawer 

and  acceptor,  which  can  only  be  rescinded  by  themutwd 

consent  of  both ;  for  what  would  be  the  conditkm  of  the 

banker,  who  may  have  lent  the  money  of  his  customer 

on  the  faith  of  the  forbearance  given,  if  the  law  were 

otherwise?    The  relative  position,  therefore,  of  the  cos* 

tomer  and  the  banker  seems  undistingnisbable,  as  to  its 

legal  consequences,  in  any  material  respect,  from  thai  of 

lender  and  borrower. 

But  .^*  borrow ''  is  not  the  only  word  employed  by  the 
statute.  The  words  used  are,  <<  provided  they  do  not 
borrow,  owe,  or  take  up."  Now  we  consider  these 
latter  words  as  put  in  apposition  whh  the  word  ^  bor-» 
row,"  for  the  purpose  of  expoundmg  the  mecnittg  in 
which  the  legislature  intended  to  employ  the  Arst  term. 
For,  if  <* owe  and  take  up"  had  been  used  in  a  sense 
''Essentially  difierent  from  "borrow,"  the  frame  of  the 
provision  must  be  held  to  be  incomplete*  There  is, 
upon  that  supposition,  no  length  of  time  expressed  in 
,  the  statute,  from  the  *'  owing  or  taking  up,"  short  of 
which  time  the  bill  or  note  cannot  legally  be  drawn  s 
for  the  proviso  prohibits  such  bills  or  notes  only,  as  are 
payable  on  demand,  or  at  a  less  time  than  six  months 
"  from  the  borrowing  thereof."  The  meaning  of  the 
term  <^  borrow  '^  must  therefore  be  taken  to  have  been 
considered  by  the  legislature  as  substantially  the  same 
as  that  of  the  term  •*  owe  or  take  up,"  with  which  it  is 
put  up  in  juxta-position ;  and  that  the  transaction 
amounts  to  "  an  owing "  of  money  by  the  banker  to 
his  customer,  can  admit  of  no  doubt.     Whenever  the 

drawer 
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drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange  accepts  it,  he  becomes  a        1837. 

debtor  to  the  holder  of  the  bill  to  the  amount  of  the   J^l^^y"^^* 

The  Bank  of 
8um  specified  in  the  bill ;  and  the  holder  gives  credit  to      England 

the  acceptor  to  that  amount  until  the  maturity  of  the    ^„i,^iiioic, 

bill.     The  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor^  thus  created 

by  accepljance  of  the  biU»  appears  to  be  considered  by 

the  l^islatore  as  equivalent  to  an  actual  borrowing  of 

the  money  owed  on  the  one  hand»  and  credited  on  the 

other*     That  such  was  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 

King^a  Bench  appears  from  the  case  of  Brtmghton  v. 

The  Manchester  Water  Works  Companjf^  which  was  much 

referred  to  in  the  course  of  the  argument;  in  giving 

judgment  on  which  case  each  of  the  learned  Judges 

states  in  effect,  *'  that  the  acceptance  made  the  company 

debtors,  and  to  owe  upon  their  bills." 

• 

It  was  objected)  in  the  third  place,  that^  even  if  there 
was  a  borrowing  by  the  Defendant,  yet  they  have  not 
borrowed  *^<m  their  bills,"  and  that  the  statute  only 
prohibits  a  borrowing  <'on  their  bills  or  notes."  But 
we  are  of  opinion  that,  if  the  bankers  are  to  be  held 
borrowers,  and  the  acceptance  of  the  bill  drawn  upon 
them  is  the  security  they  give  for  the  debt,  they  do,  in 
common  parlance,  borrow  on  their  bills  when  they 
borrow  on  their  acceptances.  The  acceptor  is  as  much 
a  party  to  the  bill  as  soon  as  he  becomes  a  party  to  the 
lull  as  the  drawer ;  indeed,  he  is  the  person  primarily 
liable  on  the  bill,  as  soon  as  he  becomes  a  party  to  it 
by  giving  his  acceptance.  But,  afler  all,  the  expression 
both  in  the  statute  of  Anne  and  the  subsequent  acts  of 
"  their  bills  or  notes  "  may  only  have  been  used  to  dis- 
tinguish them  from  the  bills  or  notes  of  the  Bank  of 
England.  And,  if  the  interpretation  of  the  statute  could 
be  otherwise  held,  what  an  easy  mode  would  be  opened 
for  evading  the  prohibition  of  the  statute  I 

Cc  \  It 
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1837.  It  was  insisted  upon,  in  the  course  of  the  argument, 

^""^"V^^     that  the  holding  of  the  acceptance  stated  in  the  case  to 

England      be  illegal  would  invalidate  the  security  of  all  trans- 

.     ^'  actions  in  bills  of  exchange,  where  the  acceptors  con* 

Anderson.       .       ,      ^  ,  .        ^  .  .  i. 

sisted  of  a  partnership  of  more  than  six  persons ;  for 

that  no  one  could  tell,  by  looking  at  the  bill,  at  what 
period  the  time  of  borrowing  took  place,  or  whether  the 
bill  had  six  months  to  run  from  such  time  or  not  The 
first  answer  to  this  objection  is,  that  the  diflBculty  does 
not  occur  in  the  present  or  in  any  case  where  the  bill 
is  drawn  at  less  than  six  months  from  its  date ;  for,  in 
such  case,  every  person  must  know  that  the  bill  had 
been  accepted  within  six  months  from  the  borrowing. 
Secondly,  that  although,  if  a  bill  should  be  drawn  at  a 
longer  period  than  six  months,  and  accepted  within  six 
months  next  before  the  time  of  its  maturity,  the  trans-% 
action  would  be  a  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the 
statute,  and  all  persons  who  were  privy  to  it  would  be 
prevented  from  enforcing  the  acceptance,  still  such  viola- 
tion of  the  prohibition  of  the  statute  would  not  affect  a 
bon&  Jide  holder  without  notice.  If  bills  of  exchange 
so  accepted  cannot  lawfully  be  issued,  the  danger  of  their 
being  employed  as  circulating  paper  cannot  be  great ; 
but,  on  the  other  hand,  if  bills  at  very  short  dates  might 
be  lawfully  accepted,  it  is  obvious  that  a  paper  circula- 
tion might  be  created  by  such  bills  almost  equivalent  to 
a  circulation  of  promissory  notes  payable  on  demand. 

Notwithstanding,  therefore,  the  objections  which  have 
been  urged,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  to  the  con^ 
struction  of  the  clauses  above  adverted  to,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  acceptance  stated  in  the  case  falls 
within  the  prohibition  contained  in  the  statute  of  W.  4. ; 
and  we  feel  no  doubt  that  it  falls  within  the  mischief 
virhich  the  statute  of  Anne  and  all  the  subsequent  acts 
intended  to  provide  against,  namely,  the  permitting  any 

other 
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other  body  corporate^  or  any  parinersbip  consistiDg  of       1897« 
a  large  number  of  persons,  to  enter  into  comj^etition   »^jT«^7^r 
with  the  Bank  of  England  by  the  issue  of  notes  or  bills      England 
either  payable  on  demand  or  at  short  periods  from  their     .     ^ 
issue. 

This  oonstruction  of  the  prohibitory  clause  gives  a 
real  benefit  and  protection  to  the  Bank  of  England; 
and  that  something  real  and  substantial  was  intended  to 
be  given  by  the  legislature  on  the  one  handi  and  was, 
on  the  other  hand,  thought  and  believed  by  the  Bank 
of  England  to  be  given  to  them,  is  evident  from  the 
constant  repetition  in  all  subsequent  acts  in  the  same 
words  of  the  identical  provision  contained  in  the  statute  ' 
of  Anne :  for,  if  not  a  real  privilege,  why  was  it  continued 
to  be  inserted  ?  The  construction  contended  for  by  the 
Defendants,  that  it  must  be  confined  to  bills  under  the 
seals  of  corporations,  or  copartners,  gives  in  reality  no 
benefit  or  protection  at  all  at  the  present  period,  if  it 
ever  could  have  given  any. 

But  it  is  not  only  to  be  considered  that  such  was  the 
sense  in  which  parliament  and  the  Bank  of  England^  i 
who  may  be  considered  the  contracting  parties,  under- 
stood  the  provision ;  but  such  also  has  been  the  general 
understanding  of  all  at  the  time  the  first  act  passed,  and 
from  thence  to  the  statute  of  IV.  4.  For  no  instance 
can  be  pointed  out,  until  the  present,  in  which  a  banking 
copartnership,  consisting  of  more  than  six  persons  in 
number,  have  been  found  in  the  course  of  their  deaU 
ing  as  bankers  to  accept  bills  of  exchange,  payable  at  a 
less  interval  than  six  months  from  their  acceptance. 
And,  if  no  other  argument  was  brought  forward,  we 
attribute  great  weight  to  the  maxim  of  law,  coniem^ 
poranea  expositiojbrtissimd  est  in  lege* 

Upon 
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1897.  Upon  the  wbdc^  therefi)re»   we  shall  oeitify  to  ihe 

ThTBa^Tof  ^®®*®'  ®^  ^^  BxAIb  the  opinioa  of  the  Jadges  who 
Enolamo      heard  the  augument  to  the  effect  stated* 

ANDEB10ir« 

The  following  certificate  was  afterwards  sent :  — - 

We  have  heard  this  case  argued  by  cocmsel,  and  are 
of  opinion  that  the  acpeptance,  foy  the  London  and  fVesU 
minster  Bank,  of  the  bill  mentioned  in  the  case  was  not 
lawful,  regard  being  bad  to  the  provisions  of  the  act 
3  &  4  ^  4.  c.  9S.f  and  tlie  other  acts  passed  and  now 
in  force  respecting  the  Bank  oi  England. 

N.  C.  TiNDAL. 

S.  Gaselee. 
J.  Vaughan. 

J.  B.  BOSANQUET. 


Jan^n.  ss«        Sir  Frederick  Pdlock,  Mr.  tVigranh  and  Mr*  Griffiik 
^^*  Bichards  now  renewed  their  motion  for  the  injunction. 

They  stated  that,  as  the  arguments  which  they  had  on 
a  former  occasion  addressed  to  the  Court  were  now 
fortified  and  confirmed  by  the  certificate  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleasi  they  should  abstain  from  making  any 
further  observations  in  support  of  the  application)  until 
they  heard  the  arguments  of  the  counsel  for  the  De- 
fendants, on  whom  the  onus  was  now  thrown,  of  en- 
deavouring to  displace,  if  possible,  the  effect  of  the 
arguments,  and  the  authority  with  which  they  had  to 
contend* 

The  Aitomey-General^  Mr.  Pemberion^  Sir  W.FoUeUj 
JMr.  Cro^aoder,  and  Mr.  Sharpe^  contra. 

The  question  raised  upon  this  motion  is  otie  of  great 
importance,  not  only  as  it  affects  the  interests  of  the 

respectable 
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respectable  and  opulent  body  who  consdtate  the  London       1 8S7. 
and  JVestminsUr  Bank,  whose  ordinaiy  transactions  in    J^J^'^l^^/i 
their  character  of  a  bank  of  deposit  this  Court  is  called     Emqlamo 
upon  by  its  extraordinary  interposition  to  disturb,  but     aj^^* 
as  it  afikcts  the  commercial  interests  of   the  whole 
country.     The  certificate  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  is  undoubtedly  entitled  to  the  greatest  respect; 
but  the  reasons  upon  which  the  opinion  of  the  learned 
Judges  is  founded  are  nnsatbfactory,  and  do  not  sup- 
port the  conclusion  at  which  they  have  arrived.     The 
fundamental  objection  to  the  certificate  is  this:  — that 
the  learned  Judges  have  assumed  the  transaction  to  be 
the  transaction  of  a  bank  of  issue,  whereas  it  b  clearly 
the  transaction  of  a  bank  of  deposit. 

If  the  transaction  impeached  b^  the  Plaintifi  were  a 
transaction  belonging  to  a  bank  of  issue^  we  admit  that 
it  would  be  illegal ;  but  if  it  be  the  transaction  of  a 
bank  of  deposit)  the  legislature,  by  the  3  &  4  fV.  4. 
c.  98.,  has  legalised  every  thing  which  is  incidental  to 
the  business  of  banks  of  deposit,  of  whatever  number  of 
persons  they  may  consist,  and  whether  it  be  within 
sixty-five  miles  of  the  metropolis,  or  beyond ;  and  the 
onus  lies  on  the  other  side  to  shew  that  tiie  accepting  of 
of  a  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  by  a  customer,  is  not  a 
part  of  the  ordinary  business  of  a  bank  of  deposit  If 
it  be  a  part  of  the  ordinary  business  of  a  bank  of  de* 
posit,  it  IS  not  forbidden ;  and,  unless  forbidden  by  some 
clear  and  unequivocal  enactment,  it  is  lawful.  The 
dbtinction  between  banks  of  deposit  and  banks  of  issue 
is  scarcely  touched  upon  in  the  certificate  of  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas ;  yet  it  is  impossible  to  put  a  just 
construction  upon  the  provisions  of  the  acts  relating  to 
the  Bank  of  England  without  bearing  that  distinction  in 
mind)  and  without  looking  carefully  into  the  historical 
details  connected  with  the  subject  of  banking,  both  in 

this 
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18S7«        this  country  and  the  principal  commercial   states  in 
TheVnk   f   ^^^P^'     "^^  ^^^  ^^^  writers,  from  whose  works  in- 
England      formation  on  this  subject  is  to  be  collected,  must  be 
Anobrson      e>^aniined,  in  order  to  see  under  what  circumstances  and 
for  what  objects  the  Bank  of  England  was  incorporated; 
what  was  the  nature  of  its  connection  with  the  govern- 
ment; to  what  extent  it  affected  the  operations  of  other 
banking  establishments;    and   with   what  views,   and 
under  what  limitations,  enactments  for  its  protection 
were  from  [time  to  [time  made  by  the  legislature :  An^ 
dersorCs  History  of  Commerce ;  Macphersoris  Annals  of 
Commerce;  SmitWs  Wealth  ofNatiom  ;  I>anis  History  of 
Venice^  book  19.;  Montefior^s  Commercial  Dictionary ; 
^  M^CullocVs  Dictionary  of  Commerce.      So  little,  how- 

ever, was  this  view  of  the  question  recognised  in  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  as  the  legitimate  foundation 
on  which  it  ought  to  be  discussed,  that,  when  it  was 
proposed  to  read  as  a  matter  of  history  an  extract  from 
a  scarce  book  in  the  Bodleian  library,  and  %  document 
from  the  Rolls'  chapel,  tending  to  illustrate  a  passage  in 
Andersoris  History  of  Commerce^  and  to  explain  the 
intention  of  the  legislature  in  passing  the  statute  of  tlie 
6th  ofAmiCj  the  Court,  upon  the  ground  of  inconve- 
nience, would  not  permit  that  course  to  be  pursued.  It 
is  indispensably  necessary,  in  order  to  come  to  a  sound 
conclusion  on  this  question,  to  examine  the  subject  in 
its  historical  details,  and  to  take  contemporaneous  ex- 
position as  our  guide  in  construing  the  acts  of  par- 
liament relating  to  the  Bank.  It  was  admitted  by  the 
Judges  at  the  close  of  their  certificate  that  doubtful 
expressions  in  acts  of  parliament  were  best  elucidated 
by  contemporaneous  exposition ;  yet  the  conclusion  at 
which  th^y  arrived  was  in  no  degree  influenced  by  that 
principle ;  and,  on  the  occasion  just  adverted  to,  the 
Defendants  were  shut  out  from  the  opportunity  of  apply- 
ing the  principle.     Contemporaneous  exposition  of  the 

acts 
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acts  relating  to  the  Bank  proves,  beyond  all  controversy,        18S7- 
that  the  provisions,  by  which  exclusive  privileges  were    'yyTb^^  £ 
conferred  upon  the  Bank,  were  framed  for  its  protec-      England 
tion  as  a  bank  of  circulation,  and  not  as  a  bank  of    j^yos^gox. 
deposit      What  is  the  transaction  impeached  by  the 
PlaintiiFs  ?     The  London  and  Westminster  Bank  having 
money  in  its  hands  deposited  by  Mr.  Muskett^  a  cus- 
tomer, Mr.  Muskett  desires  to  have  a  sum  of  25/.  paid  to 
him,  and  by  drawing  a  bill  of  exchange  upon  the  Zon- 
don  and  Westminster  Bank,  orders  them  to  pay  him  that 
sum  at  twenty-one  days  afler  the  time  at  which  the 
order  is  made.     They  obey  the  order  by  accepting  the 
bill,  or  promising  to  pay  the  money,  and  they  pay  it 
accordingly.     This  was  not  the  operation  of  a  bank  of 
issue;  nor  was  there  any  attempt  at  a  fraudulent  evasion 
of  the  exclusive  privileges  of  the  Bank  by  the  introduc- 
tion  of  a  new  species   of  circulating  medium  which 
should   come   into  competition  with  the  notes  of  the 
Bank  of  England*     The  Bank  at  first  attempted  to 
shew  that  there  had  been  a  fraudulent  evasion  of  their 
privileges;    they  made  a  charge   without  foundation, 
which  they  afterwards  abandoned;  and  it  is  not  now 
disputed  that  the  transaction  in  question  was  a  bond 
Jlde  acceptance  of  a  bill  drawn  by  a  customer  and  given 
by  the  acceptors  for  a  bon&Jide  debt  due  to  the  cus- 
tomer.     The  common  way  of  making  an  order  for 
the  payment  of  money  deposited  in  the  hands  of  a 
banker  is  to  write  a  cheque  for  it.      It  is  admitted  that 
a  cheque  may  be  lawfully  drawn  upon  a  bank  of  de- 
posit; and  what  is  a  cheque  but  a  bill  of  exchange 
payable  instanter  P^^a,  written  order  by  the  creditor 
for  the  payment  of  money  by  the  debtor  in  favour  of 
a  third  person,  and  sometimes  for  payment  to  himself? 
If  it  be  lawful  for  the  creditor  to  draw  such  a  bill  of 
exchange,  how  can  it  be  unlawful  for  the  debtor  to 
accept  or  promise  to  pay  it?    The  transaction   be- 
tween 
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'   1837.        tween  the  banker  and  the  customer  is  equally   die 

,!^^y'^e^  transaetioQ  of  a  bank  of  deposit,  whether  the  order  to 
The  Bank  of  ,        ,         ,   .  .      . 

Enolanb      pay  be  obeyed  tnstanter^  as  m  ttie  case  of  a  cheque^  or 

ANoiiucMf.    ^  money  be  paid  after  an  acceptance  or  promise  to 
pay  it.    See  the  injurioos  consequences  which  woold 
arise,  if  the  argum^it  of  the  Plaintiffi  was  to  be  sus- 
tained.    By  the  9  G.  4.   c.  83.  countiy  bankers  are 
enabled,  upon  payment  of  a  composition  in  lieu  of  the 
stamp  duties,  to  issue  promissory  notes,  payable  on  de* 
mand,  or  otherwise,  and  to  draw  unstamped  bills  of  eac* 
change,  payable  on  demand,  or  within  a  limited  period 
after  sight  or  date,  upon  London  bankers ;  but  if  they 
draw  upon  the  Ijmdon  and  Westmnsier  Bank,  mhuh 
is  a  London  bank  lawfully  constituted  under  the  3  & 
A^W.^.c.  98.,  and  their  bill  is  accepted,  the  trans* 
action,  according  to  the  argument  of  the  other  side^ 
is  ill^al;  and  the  bill  may  be  dishonoured*    Again, 
suppose  a  customer  of  the  London  and   JVestnanster 
Bank,  who  has  money  deposited  in  that  bank,  goes 
abroad,  and  obtains  money  fix>m  a  fbreign  banker  upon 
the  credit  of  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  upon  the  Lon^ 
don  and  Wesiminsier  Bank,  if  the  foreign  banker  sends 
the  bill  to  England^  he  is  to  be  told  that  the  bill  must 
be  protested,  for  the  municipal  law  does  not  allow 
the  London  banker  to  accept  it.     There  is  no  limit 
to  the  inconvenience  and  mischief  which  would  accrue 
from  the  establishment  of  the  extraordinary  priidkgB 
for  which  the  Bank  of  England  is  contending.      The 
Bank  claims  the  right  of  restraining,  not  only  bnnhiag  ' 
companies,  but  all  copartnerships  consisting  of  moi« 
than  six  persons,  within  sixty-five  miles  of  Landmij 
frtei  accepting  bills  of  exchange  at  a  less  date  than  six 
months  from  the  time  of  aooeptanoeu    And,  indeed,  if 
the  claim  could  be  sustained  against  banking- companies, 
the  liability  would  necessarily  extend  to  a  lai^ge  pro«> 
portion  of  the  principal  mercantile  bouses  in  England^ 

for 
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for  every  West  India  and  Easi  India  houte^  and  every        1837. 
considerable  commercial  house  in  the  country,  acts  lo  a    JljJ^^^J|^« 
certain  extent  as  a  bank  of  deposit  for  their  cu0tomer%      Englavj) 
keeping  their  monqr  and  paying  it  away  upon  ordert     Avoiuiaoir. 
either  by  immediate  payments,  or.  by  accepting  the  bills 
of  exdiange  drawn  by  their  customers.    Every  private 
bank  in  London  is  in  the  habit  of  aceeptmg  bills  of 
exchange,  drawn  by  their  customers,  without  reference 
to  the  time  at  which  they  are  payable.     It  u  said  that 
such  banks  do  not,  for  the  most  part,  consist  of  more 
than  six  persons ;  but,  since  the  3  &  4  fK  4.  c  98.,  the 
number  of  partners  in  a  bank  is  immaterial ;  and  the 
only  question  is,  whether  the  bank  is  a  bank  of  issue  or 
a  bank  of  dqposit     This  distinction  having  been  ex- 
cluded from  the  consideration  of  the  Judges  of  the 
Coort  of  Common  Pleas,  we  submit  that  there  is  no 
legitima^  foundation  for  the  conclusion  at  which  they 
arrived. 


Another  ground  of  objection  to  the  eerUficate  is,  that 
the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  supposed  that, 
unless  the  word  <^  bills  '^  in  the  6th  of  Anne  excluded  bills 
of  exchange,  no  benefit  would  be  conferred  upon  the 
Bank;  and  that,  as  not  only  corporations  but  partner* 
ships  were  forbidden  to  issue  bills,  the  word  <^ bills" 
cottM  not  possibly  mean  sealed  bills  only,  because  part- 
nerships could  not  be  parties  to  sealed  bills.  Now,  to 
Sf^  nothing  of  the  obvious  answer  to  this  reasoning, 
tfaaft  partaerahips  might  easily  have  become  parties  to 
sealed  biUs  by  giving  a  power  of  attorney  to  seal  bills 
in  thefar  names  and  on  their  account,  the  Judges 
seem  to  have  entirely  overlooked  the  &ct  that  the  word 
<<ttotes"  is  introduced  into  the  6th  otAnneBB  well  as 
the  word  ^' bills  ;*"  and  that  reddendo  singula  singulis 
corporations  were  forbidden  to  issue  sealed  bills,  and 
partnerships  were  forbidden  to  issue  notes  not  under 

seal. 
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1837.        seal.     To  assume  that  the  Bank  would  have  had  no 
TheBflnk    f    ^^^^^^-^^  conferred  upon  it  if^  in  the  6th  of  AnnCf  bills 
England      did  not  include  bills  of  exchange,  is  to  assume  that  it 
Andbjuon.     ^^  ^^  advantage  to  be  protected  against  the  rivalry  of 
any  other  bank  of  issue.     It  is  supposed  in  the  cerUfi- 
cate  that  bills  of  exchange  at  a  short  date  might  easily 
get  into  extensive  circulation,  and  form  a  part  of  the 
circulating  medium,  so  as  to  compete  or  interfere  with 
Bank  notes.     But  that  is  surely  a  danger  little  to  be  ap- 
prehended.    It  would  be  long  before  a  bill  of  exchange 
would  be  received  as  a  substitute  for  the  currency  of 
the  country,  and  passed  generally  from  hand  to  hand 
as  the  representative  of  so  much  coin.     If  the  bill  of 
exchange  is  not  due,  the  party  taking  it  has  to  consider 
the  names  of  the  drawers  and  acceptors,  and  the  rate  of 
discount  before  he  can  form  a  judgment  of  its  value. 
If  the  bill  of  exchange  is  over-due,  it  is  subject  to  all 
the  equities  of  the  persons  through  whose  hands  it  may 
have  passed  from  the  time  at  which  it  was  payable,  and 
no  prudent  man  will  readily  take  a  bill  of  exchange 
which  is  over-due.     Bills  of  exchange,  therefore,  even 
if  they  were  made  payable  at  five  days  from   the  date^ 
which  is  a  case  put  in  the  certificate,  are  never  likely  to 
answer  the  purposes  of  the  current  coin  of  the  realm, 
or  to  come  into  competition  with  the  notes  of  the  Bank 
of  England. 

Considering  the  narrow  ground  which  the  Judges  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  have  taken  in  forming  their 
conclusion,  we  submit  that  their  certificate  ought  not  to 
be  considered  as  conclusive  or  binding  on  the  judgment 
of  this  Court  Upon  a  great  variety  of  cases  which 
may  arise,  they  have  abstained  from  giving  any  opinion. 
They  give  no  opinion  as  to  the  legality  of  accepting  a 
bill  of  exchange,  payable  at  less  than  six  months,  for  a 
debt  due  from  a  partnership  of  more  than  six  persons, 

as 
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as  a  debt  for  rent,  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  the        18S7. 
like.     They  give  no  opinion  as  to  the  legality  of  such    ^r^TJ^^p 
an  acceptance  by  a  partnership  of  more  than  six  per*      England 
sons  not  engaged  in  the  business  of  banking.     Suppos-     ANosasoK. 
ing  the  drawers  to  have  valuable  security  instead  of 
money  in  the  hands  of  the  bankers,  they  give  no  opinion 
upon  the  validity  of  such  an  acceptance  by  the  bankers 
in  that  case.     Neither  is  any  opinion  given  upon  another 
case  of  daily  occurrence,  where  there  is  partly  money 
and  partly  security  in  the  hands  of  the  banker.     Upon 
another  case,  where  there  is  neither  money  nor  security 
in  the  hands  of  the  drawees,  but  the  drawees  accept  on 
the  credit  of  the  drawers,  no  opinion  is  given.     Another 
case,  unnoticed  in  the  certificate,  is,  where  the  drawers 
have  money  in  the  hands  of  the  drawees  at  the  time  the 
bill  is  drawn,  but,  by  an  express  or  understood  arrange- 
ment between  the  parties,  the  money  is  withdrawn  after 
the  acceptance,  and  replaced  by  other  money  before  the 
bill  becomes  due.     Upon  no  one  of  these  six  cases  have  , 
the  Judges  of  tlie  Court  of  Common  Pleas  given  any 
opinion. 

The  onus  of  establishing  the  privilege  contended  for 
lies  clearly  upon  the  Bank.  The  Bank  of  England  is 
in  its  constitution  only  a  private  company,  though  its 
connection  and  its  dealings  with  the  government  dis- 
tinguish it  for  certain  purposes  from  other  joint-stock 
companies;  and,  notwithstanding  its  dignity,  the  pri- 
vileges which  have  been  given  to  it  in  restraint  of  trade 
and  against  the  common  law  must  receive  the  same 
strict  and  jealous  construction  in  a  court  of  law  or 
equity  as  similar  privileges  given  to  any  other  company, 
however  inconsiderable.  All  grants  to  individuals  or 
companies  in  restraint  of  trade  are  to  be  strictly  con- 
strued; all  penal  laws  are  to  be  strictly  construed. 
Whenever  a  claim  is  set  up  on  the  part  of  individuals 

Vol.  II.  Dd  or 
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1837.  or  companies,  the  effect  of  which  is  to  restrain  men  from 
TlT^B  nk^of  ^^'"8  ^^^  which  was  before  lawful  —  whenever  an  en- 
Enolakd  croachment  is  made  upon  public  rights,  the  party  or 
ANosBtoN.  P^^^'^^  contending  for  the  encroachment  must  make  out 
their  claim  by  clear  and  unequivocal  enactments.  If  tbe 
legislature  ever  intended  that  it  should  be  unlawful  for 
any  corporation  or  partnership  consisting  of  more  than 
six  persons  to  accept  a  bill  of  exchange  payable  at  a 
shorter  date  than  six  months,  how  easy  it  would  have 
been  to  have  said  so  in  dear  and  unequivocal  language  ! 
And  when  it  was  so  easy  to  prohibit  that  which  is  said 
to  be  prohibited,  and  we  find  no  such  prohibition,  does 
not  this  circumstance  afford  a  strong  inference  that  tbe 
language  of  the  act,  which  is  supposed  to  imply  the  pro- 
hibition, was  used  with  a  different  intent,  and  directed 
to  a  totally  different  purpose  ? 

The  Bank  of  England  relies  on  the  3  &  4  JV.  4.  r.  98^ 
by  the  second  and  third  sections  of  which  act  the  pri- 
vileges of  the  bank  are  protected.  The  second  section 
enacts,  *'  that  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  pri- 
vilege, no  body  politic  or  corporate^  and  no  society 
or  company,  or  persons  united  or  to  be  united  in  co- 
venants or  partnership,  exceeding  six  persons,  shall 
make  or  issue  in  London^  or  within  sixty-five  miles 
thereof,  any  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note,  or 
engagement  for  the  payment  of  money  on  demand,  or 
upon  which  any  person  holding  the  same  may  obtain 
payment  on  demand."  This  section  is  not  violated  by 
the  transaction  of  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank. 
The  bill  of  exchange  ^cepted  by  that  bank  was  not  a 
bill  of  exchange  upon  which  any  person  holding  the 
same  might  obtain  payment  on  demand  ;  and  if  the  in- 
tention of  this  section  had  been  to  prohibit  tbe  accept- 
ance of  any  bill  of  exchange  payable  at  a  less  date 
than  six  months  from  the  date  or  acceptance  thereof, 

would 
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would  not  language  have  been  introduced  into  the  clause        1837. 

sufficient  to  cxpresa  the  intention  ?  '^^^^^  ^ 

^  The  Bank  of 

England 
The  thhrd  section  declares  that  the  intention  of  the  ^ 

«ct  is  that  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank 
of  England  should,  during  the  period  stated  in  the 
act  (subject  nevertheless  to  such  redemption  as  is 
described  in  this  act),  continue  to  hold  and  enjoy 
all  the  exclusive  privileges  of  banking  given  by  the 
said  recited  act  of  the  thirty-ninth  and  fortieth  years 
of  the  reign  of  his  Majesty  King  George  III.,  as 
regulated  by  the  said  recited  act  of  the  seventh  year 
of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty  George  IV.,  or  any 
prior  or  subsequent  act  or  acts  of  parliament;  but 
no  other  or  further  exclusive  privilege  of  banking/' 
And,  by  the  fifteenth  section  of  the  39  Sc  40  6.  S.,  to 
prevent  any  doubts  that  might  arise  concerning  the 
privilege  or  power  given  by  former  acts  of  parliament 
to  the  said  Governor  and  Company  of  exclusive  bank- 
ing, and  also  in  regard  to  the  erecting  any  other  bank 
or  banks  by  parliament,  or  restraining  other  persons 
from  banking  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  pri- 
vilege granted  to  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the 
Bank  of  England^  as  thereinbefore  recited,  it  was  en- 
acted and  declared,  that  it  was  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  said  act  that  no  other  bank  should  be 
erected,  established,  or  allowed  by  parliament;  and 
that  it  should  not  be  lawful  for  any  body  politic  or  cor- 
porate whatsoever,  erected  or  to  be  erected,  or  for  any 
other  persons  united  or  to  be  united  in  covenants  or 
partnership,  exceeding  the  number  of  six  persons,  in 
that  part  of  Great  Britain  called  England^  to  borrow, 
owe,  or  take  up  any  snm  or  sums  of  money  on  their 
bills  or  notes  payable  on  demand,  or  at  any  less  time 
than  six  mol^ths  from  the  borrowing  thereof,  during 
Dd  2  the 
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1837.        the  continuance  of  such  privilege  to  the  CSovernor  and 
The  Bank  of   Company.    Th6  PlaintiflFs,  therefore,  are  bound  to  shew 
England      that  the  transaction  in  question  is  a  borrowing,  owing, 
Anderson.     ^^  taking  up  of  money  by  the  Defendants,  on  their  bill, 
payable  at  a  less  time  than  six  months  from  the  borrow- 
ing thereof. 

It  is  necessary  to  trace  the  history  of  this  clause^ 
which  was  first  introduced  into  the  statute  6  Anne^  c.22., 
in  order  to  put  a  just  construction  upon  it. 

In  the  year  1694',  when  the  'Bank  of  England  was 
first  erected,  there  were  four  great  banks  in  Europe ; 
those  of  Venice^  Amsterdam^  Hamburgh^  and  Genoa. 

The  Bank  of  Venice,  which,  in  point  of  date  as  well 
as  of  importance,  was  the  first  banking  establishment  in 
Europe,  having  been  founded  in  the  middle  of  the 
twelfth  century,  was  a  general  bank  of  deposit  for  mer- 
chants and  traders.  The  government  took  advantage 
of  the  law,  which  prohibited  the  nobles  from  engaging 
in  commerce,  to  suppress  private  banks,  and  by  taking 
upon  itself  the  regulation  of  the  national  bank  became, 
in  effect,  the  general  banker  of  the  community.  A  law 
was  passed  that  all  payments  for  merchandise  and  bills 
of  exchange,  where  the  value  exceeded  SOO  ducats, 
should  be  in  banco,  or  bank  notes ;  and  that  all  debtors 
and  creditors  should  be  obliged,  the  one  to  carry  money 
to  the  bank,  the  other  to  receive  their  payment  in 
banco;  so  that  payments  were  made  by  a  simple 
transfer  from  one  to  the  other.  This  mode  of  pay- 
ment by  a  transfer  of  credit  in  the  books  of  the  bank 
from  one  man  to  another,  was,  of  course,  applicable 
only  to  cases  where  the  parties  had  accounts  at  the 
bank,  or  he,  who  had  not,  was  in  a  situation  to  open 

an 
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an  account.     The  bank  paid  no  interest  on  its  deposits ;  18S7. 

but,  on  the  contrary,  its  notes  bore  an  agio  or  premium  tmT^a'^^ c 

over  the  current  coin  of  the  city,  {a)  England 


The  Bank  ot  Amsterdam  was  a  bank  of  deposit ;  and 
was  founded  in  1609,  to  remedy  the  evils  produced  by 
the  depravation  of  the  current  coin.  The  bank  received 
both  foreign  coin  and  the  light  and  worn  coin  of  the 
country  at  its  real  and  intrinsic  value,  according  to  the 
good  standard  money  of  the  country,  deducting  only  so 
much  as  was  necessary  for  defraying  the  expense  of 
coinage  and  management.  For  the  value  which  re- 
mained, after  this  small  deduction  was  made,  it  gave  a 
credit  in  its  books.  This  credit  was  called  bank  money, 
which,  as  it  implied  money  newly  coined  according  to 
the  standard  of  the  mint,  was  always  of  the  same  real 
value,  and  intrinsically  worth  more  than  current  money. 
It  was,  at  the  same  time,  enacted  by  law,  that  all  bills 
drawn  upon  or  negotiated  at  Amsterdam  of  the  value 
of  600  guilders  and  upwards  should  be  paid  in  bank 
money.  Every  merchant,  in  consequence  of  this  re- 
gulation, was  obliged  to  keep  an  account  with  the 
bank,  in  order  to  pay  his  foreign  bills  of  exchange, 
which  necessarily  occasioned  a  certain  demand  for  bank 
money.  According  to  the  principles  upon  which  this 
bank  was  established,  the  bullion  in  its  cofiers  was  to 
be  at  all  times  equal  to  the  amount  of  its  liabilities.  In 
consequence  of  the  advantages  belonging  to  the -bank 
money  of  Amsterdam^  it  bore  from  the  beginning  an 
agio  or  premium  over  the  current  coin  of  the  country. 

The  Bank  of  Hambttrgh^  which  was  established  in 

1688,  was  also  a  bank  of  deposit,  of  which  the  free 

citizens 

[a)  Daru,  Iliticire  de  VeniiCy     fioreU    Commercial    Dictionary, 
liv.xi.  20.    liv.xix.  19.;  Monies      art  Bank, 
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1837«        oitisens  and   corporatioiis  were  sureties.     It  reoetTed 
J^J^^^^^p  deposits  from  the  citizens  of  Hamburgh  witboat  paying 
£iiGLANB      any  interest     Payment  was  made  into  it  by  notes  of 
transfer  on  the  bank* 


ANMEftSOK. 


The  Bank  of  Genoa  was  a  bank  of  circulation  as  wdl 
as  a  bank  of  deposit  The  capital  was  composed  of 
certain  branches  of  the  public  revenue  appropriated  by 
the  government  for  that  purpose,  and  loans  advanced 
by  individuals  to  meet  the  exigencies  of  the  government. 
For  the  loans  which  the  proprietors  of  this  bank  had 
originally  advanced  to  the  government  they  had  a  per- 
petual fund  of  interest ;  and  they  also  obtained  the  pri- 
vilege of  being  cash-keepers  for  merchants  and  others. 
{MacphersofCs  Annals  qf  Commerce;  Montefior^s  Cow^ 
mercial  Dictionary^  article  Bank;  M^CuOocVs  Dictumanf 
qf  Commerce.) 

In  all  these  establishments  the  object  was  to  sub- 
stitute something  for  the  current  coin  of  the  realm ;  but 
the  Banks  of  Venice^  and  of  Genoa^  besides  being  banks 
of  deposit,  were  banks  of  circulation,  issuing  their  bills 
upon  the  national  credit  to  the  extent  to  which  they 
had  made  advances  to  the  state.  Upon  this  principle 
the  Bank  of  England  was  established.  The  persons  in- 
corporated by  the  name  of  the  Governor  and  Company 
of  the  Bank  of  England,  by  the  5  8l6  W.4r  M.  r.  20., 
were  to  lend  1,200,000/.  to  the  government;  and  th^ 
were  empowered  by  the  act  to  borrow  or  give  security 
by  their  bills,  bonds,  covenants,  or  agreements,  nnder 
their  common  seal,  to  the  extent  of  exactly  the  same 
sum,  and  no  more,  which  they  had  lent  to  the  goven^ 
ment.  They  were  to  borrow  upon  their  bills  and  other 
securities  under  seal  to  this  extent;  and  if  they  could 
borrow  at  a  low  rate  of  interest,  or  if  they  could  issue 
their  paper  upon  their  own  credit  without  paying  any 

interest. 
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interest,  tbey  would  make  a  profit  accordingly.     The        )8S7« 

act  gave  them  no  monopoly,  except  that  their  bills,  ob-    -rvTvC^e 

ligatory  and  c^  credit,  under  their  common  seal  to  the      £»iqlana 

extent  limited  by  the  act,  were  made  transferable  by     XnowMoie 

indorsement;  and  the  assignee  was  to  have  the  right 

and  property  in  the  bills  so  transferred    No  other  bills 

obligatory  were  transferable;  so  that  in  this  way,  and  in 

this  way  only,  the  bank  had  an  exclnsive  control  over 

the  circulating  medium  within  the  prescribed  limits* 

The  Bank  of  England  was  an  establishment  for  the  pur^ 

pose  of  circulating  securities  or  paper  to  a  certain  ex<- 

tent,  upon  tlie  credit  of  government,  in  lieu  of  the  coin 

of  the  realm.     The  act  incorporating  the  Bank  speaks 

only  of  bills,  not  notes ;  and  these  bills  were  not  bills  of 

exchange,  but  commercial  instruments  of  a  totally  dif* 

ferent  description,  known  by  the  name  of  sealed  bills  or 

single  bills,  which  were  in  no  degree  connected  with 

banking,  though  they  might  be  used  by  b&nkers  as  well 

as  by  other  persons.     Besides  the  sealed  bills,  which 

bore  interest,  the  bank  also  issued  cash  notes,  which 

did  not  bear  interest. 

In  the  7th  and  8th  years  of  the  reign  of  W.  S.,  an  act 
of  parliament  was  passed  for  establishing  a  National 
Land  Bank,  for  lending  money  at  low  interest  on  the 
security  of  land,  by  which  act  very  nearly  the  same  pri* 
vileges  were  given  to  the  projected  company  as  to  the 
Bank  of  England.  The  project,  however,  failed,  a  suf- 
ficient sum  of  money  not  having  been  subscribed  within 
the  time  limited  by  the  act.  The  prcjected  National 
Land  Bank  was  to  have  had  power  given  to  it  by  the 
act  to  issue  its  bills  obligatory,  exactly  in  the  same 
manner  and  under  the  same  limitations  as  the  Bank  of 
England.    {Andersoris  Hist,  of  Commerce,  (a) ) 

At 
(a)  vol.ii.  p.Sll.  fol.  edit.  1764. 
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18S7.  At  the  time  of  the  failure  of  the  project  for  the  esta- 

rpT^^^  -  blishment  of  the  National  Land  Bank,  the  Bank  of  Eng" 
Enolavd  land  had  already  fallen  into  difficulties  in  consequence 
Andebbon.  ^^  '^  having  over-issued  its  paper,  which  was  at  a  de- 
preciation of  20  per  cent  in  comparison  with  the  cur- 
rent coin.  *^  These  distresses,"  says  Anderson^  in  his 
History  of  Commerce  {a\  *<  obliged  the  Bank  to  make  two 
difierent  calls  of  20  per  cent,  each  on  their  members,  in 
the  year  1696,  and  to  issue  bank  sealed  bills  at  6  per 
cent,  interest  in  exchange  for  bank  cash  notes,  and  to  ad- 
vertise for  the  conveniency  of  trade  (while  the  silver  was 
recoining)  that  such  who  think  it  for  their  conveniency 
to  keep  an  account  in  a  book  with  the  bank  may  transfer 
any  sum  under  5/.  from  his  own  to  another  man's  ac- 
count, which  was  Tailing  into  the  method  of  the  Bank  of 
Amsterdam.*^  From  these  difficulties  the  Bank  was 
relieved  by  the  act  of  the  8  &  9  fK  3.  c.  20.,  by  which 
the  capital  stock  of  the  Bank  was  enlarged,  new  sub- 
scriptions were  authorised  to  be  raised  to  supply  the 
wants  of  the  government,  and  the  power  of  the  Bank  to 
issue  their  bills  or  notes  was  enlarged  to  the  extent  of 
the  new  subscriptions  and  no  further.  The  Bank  of 
Efigland^  alarmed  at  the  rivalry  of  the  projectors  of  the 
National  Land  Bank,  who  had  in  the  last  year  obtained 
the  assent  of  the  legislature  to  the  establishment  of  a 
rival  bank,  procured  a  clause  for  their  protection  against 
any  similar  attempt  to  be  inserted  in  this  act.  By  the 
twenty-eighth  section,  it  is  provided  that  **  during  the 
continuance  of  the  corporation  of  the  Governor  and 
Company  of  the  Bank  of  England  no  other  bank,  or 
any  other  corporation,  society,  fellowship,  company,  or 
constitution  in  the  nature  of  a  bank,  shall  be  erected  or 
established,  permitted,  suffered,  countenanced,  or  allowed 
by  act  of  parliament  within  this  kingdom."     The  word 

•'bank" 
(a)  vol.  ii.  p.  218. 
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*^bank  "  is  here  plainly  used  in  the  sense  of  a  bank  of  18S7. 
circulation,  and  not  of  a  bank  of  deposit.  The  legis-  Jr^^^  - 
lature  did  not  meap  to  prohibit  any  person  or  persons  England 
from  carrying  on  the  business  of  banking.  The  clause  andbbson. 
involved  no  interference  with  the  law  of  merchant  —  no 
encroachment  upon  the  commonJaw  rights  and  privi- 
leges of  the  King's  subjects.  The  protection  given  to 
the  Bank  by  this  clause  was  this,  —  that  the  Bank  of 
England  should  be  the  only  bank  permitted  to  issue  its 
own  paper  on  the  credit  of  the  government.  By  this 
act,  and  from  this  time,  all  the  bills  or  notes  of  the  Bank 
were  to  be  payable  on  demand.  The  act  5  &  6  W.S^M. 
speaks  of  *^  bills  obligatory  and  of  credit,"  or  ^*  bills  " 
only ;  in  the  8  &  9  W.  4.  the  expressions  '<  bills,"  <<  bank 
bills,"  ^<  sealed  bills,"  are  used  indifferently,  all  meaning 
the  same  thing,  namely,  single  bills  or  bills  under  seal, 
distinguished  from  notes,  which  were  only  signed.  That 
these  bills  did  not  mean  bills  of  exchange,  but  that  they 
were  the  single  bills  issued  by  the  bank,  and  forming  part 
of  the  circulating  medium,  appears  fron?  the  following 
passage  in  Anderson^s  Hist,  of  Commerce  {a) :  <<  During 
the  recoinage  of  our  silver  (says  UAvenant^  in  the 
second  part  of  his  Discourses  on  the  Public  Revenues  and 
Trade  of  Errand  (i),  all  great  dealings  were  transacted 
by  tallies,  bank  bills,  and  goldsmiths'  notes.  Paper 
credit  did  not  only  supply  the  place  of  running  cash, 
but  gready  multiplied  the  kingdom's  stock ;  for  tallies 
and  bank  bills  did  to  many  uses  serve  as  well,  and  to 
some  better  than  gold  and  silver.  And  this  artificial 
wealth,  which  necessity  had  introduced,  did  make  us  less 
feel  the  want  of  that  real  treasure  which  the  war,  and 
our  losses  at  sea,  had  drawn  out  of  the  nation."  The  act 
8  &  9  fF.  3.  also  speaks  of  exchequer  bills,  which  are 
noticed  by  Anderson  as  a  new  circulating  paper  credit, 

first 
(a)  page  219.  {b)  page  161. 
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18  87.        first  set  on  foot  in  the  year  1696  by  issuing  bUk  from 
T^^^  f  ^®  exchequer,  and  of  great  use  during  the  recoinage. 
England      Thus  far  the  conclusion  seems  to  be  irresistible,  that,  if 
Andsmon.     contemporaneous  history  had  been  followed  as  the  true 
principle  of  exposition,  the  *^  bills,"  *^  bank  bills,"  and 
sealed  bills,"  mentioned  in  the  two  first  acts  of  par- 
liament relating  to  the  Bank,  could  not  possibly  hare 
been  confounded  with,  or  have  been  supposed  to  in- 
clude bills  of  exchange* 

In  the  9th  and  10th  years  of  the  reign  of  fV»S^  an 
act  was  passed  enabling  the  persons  to  whom  inland 
bills  of  exchange  were  made  payable  after  acceptance 
and  the  expiration  of  three  days  from  the  time  at  which 
such  bills  became  due  to  protest  the  same. 

By  the  8  &  4  Anne,  c.  19.,  the  preamble  of  whid& 
recites  that  promissory  notes  were  not  assignable  or 
indorsable  over,  and  that  trade  and  commerce  would  be 
much  encouraged  if  such  notes  were  put  upon  the  same 
footing  as  inland  bills  of  exchange,  it  was  enacted,  that 
all  notes  in  writing,  which  should  be  made  and  signed 
by  any  person  or  persons,  body  politic  or  corporate,  or 
by  the  servatit  or  agent  of  any  company,  banker,  gold- 
smith, merchant  or*  trader,  usually  intrusted  to  sign 
such  notes,  whereby  such  person,  &c.  should  promise  to 
pay  the  sum  of  money  mentioned  in  the  not^  should  be 
assignable  and  indorsable  over  in  the  same  manner  as 
inland  bills  of  exchange.  Hitherto  the  bills  and  notes 
of  the  Bank  of  England  were  the  only  bills  and  notes 
which  the  law  had  made  transferable  by  indorsement ; 
but  the  efiect  of  S  8c  4>  AnnevfBs  to  strike  at  this  exdu- 
sive  privilege,  and  to  make  promissory  notes  universally 
transferable  by  indorsement.  The  consequences  of  this 
enactment  were  probably  not  contemplated  by  the  legis- 
lature, but  speculators  lost  no  time  in  taking  advantage 

^      of 
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of  At;  and  6rst  the  MiUion  Bank,  and  then  the  Mining  1887. 

Banks  began  to  issue  their  promissory  notes,  which  were  '^!^^^^  e 

made  negotiable  by  the  statute^  as  well  as  their  sealed  Bii6land 

bills,  to  a  large  extent,  AKaiaapH. 

We  now  come  to  the  6th  of  jinne  ;.  and  great  light  ia 
thrown  upon  the  origin  of  thi^  act  of  parliament  by 
passages  in  Anierton's  Hisiary  of  Cammeret.  (a)  <<  In 
the  year  1704,'*  says  that  writer,  *^  queen  Anne  granted 
a  charter  of  incorporation  to  a  great  number  of  noble- 
men and  gentlemen  of  distinction,  and  eminent  eitisens 
of  Xiond^m.  Its  preamble  declares  it  to  be  at  the 
humble  request  of  Thomas  Duke  of  Leeds^  Pawlei  Earl 
of  Bolin^brokef  Francis  Lord  Guildford,  Sir  Tiamas 
and  Sir  HuMphrtj/  Mackmorth,  'for  the  working  and 
managing  of  mines  and  minerals,  and  smelting,  refining, 
and  mattufacturing  the  same;  and  they  ue  to  be  for 
ever  one  body  politic,  by  the  name  of  the  GoYemor  and 
Company  of  the  Mine  Adventurers  of  England*  The 
Duke  of  Leeds  to  be  a  goveriK>r  for  life,  and  to  elect  a 
deputy^governor,  and  twelve  directors,  by  their  general 
consent,  who  are  also  empowered  to  make  bye-laws,  8cc. 
as  customary  in  other  royal  charters.'  Hereupon,  in  the 
same  year.  Sir  Humphrey  Mackworth  and  Sir  Williamli 
Waller,  who  had  before  purchased  sundry  leases  for 
terms  of  years  of  certain  mines  in  different  parts  of 
Wales,  did  now  convey  them  to  this  new  company,  on 
certain  conditions  mentioned  in  that  conveyance.  This 
company  principally,  if  not  solely,  under  Sir  Humphrey 
MackworiKs  direction,  who  was  elected  deputy-governor 
for  life,  went  on  in  a  pompous  manner,  adding  so  many 
shares  as  made  the  whole  number  of  shares  to  amount  to 
6,012;  purchasing  fresh  mines,  and  raising  vast  quan- 
tities of  lead  and  coj^r,  and  litharge,  from  which  they 

made 
{a)  voLii.  (rages  94S.  S48. 
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18S7*  made  a  great  deal  of  red  lead,  and  from  the  lead  they 
rpyrvf^  £  extracted  considerable  quantities  of  silver.  And  they 
England  issued  cash  notes,  which  they  caused  for  some  time  to  be 
Anderson  circulated  through  a  great  part  of  Wales.  They  also 
erected  themselves  into  a  money  bank,  and  circulated 
their  sealed  bills  and  cash  notes  for  some  time  in  ixm- 
don^  till  restrained  by  a  clause  in  an  act  of  parliament^ 
anno  1708,  in  favour  of  the  Bank  of  England,  elsewhere 
mentioned.  Sir  Humphrey  Mackworth  went  on  impos- 
ing on  the  proprietors  for  five  years  from  the  date  of  the 
charter  by  false  and  sham  calculations  of  their  profits ; 
by  producing  lead  and  litharge  from  other  peopWs  mines, 
and  declaring  them  to  be  digged  from  the  company's 
mines ;  buying  also  the  silver  extracted  from  other  men's 
lead,  and  getting  it  to  be  coined  in  the  King's  mint  as 
coming  from  the  company's  mines,  whilst  at  the  same 
time  he  is  not  able  to  go  on  without  fresh  artifices,  and 
calls  on  the  proprietors  now  to  pay  the  vast  expenses  of 
workmen,  &c.,  whose  wages  were  suffered  to  run  in 
arrear;  and  his  schemes  being  too  extensive  for  his 
company's  abilities,  he  was  obliged  to  stop  payment  of 
their  sealed  bills  and  cash  notes,  being  by  such  wild 
management  run  greatly  in  debt,  whilst  at  the  same  time 
jPie  is  erecting  of  charity  schools  in  Wales  with  the  com- 
pany's money,  for  the  drawing  in  of  well-meaning  peo- 
ple. All  which  brought  on  a  parliamentary  inquiry,  as 
will  be  seen  in  the  year  1710." 

Under  the  year  1708,  he  proceeds  as  follows :  —  "  By 
a  statute  of  this  same  year,  the  6th  of  Anne^  c.  22.,  for 
continuing  certain  duties  therein  mentioned  upon  coffee, 
&c.,  and  for  securing  the  credit  of  the  Bank  of  England^ 
&c.,  it  was  amongst  many  other  points  enacted,  ^  that 
during  the  continuance  of  the  Governor  and  Company 
of  the  Bank  of  England,  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any 
body  politic,  erected  or  to  be  erected,  other  than  the 

said 
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said  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England^        1837. 

or  for  other  persons  whatsoever,  united  or  to  be  united    J^^y^^^ 

1  .  ,.  ,  ,  n    The  Bank  of 

m  covenants  or  partnership,  exceeding  the  number  of     England 

six  persons,  in  that  part  of  Crreat  Britain  called  Eng"  xnderson. 
landj  to  borrow,  owe,  or  take  up  any  sum  or  sums  of 
money  on  their  bills  or  notes  payable  on  demand,  or  at 
any  less  time  than  six  months  from  the  borrowing 
thereof/  The  reason  herein  assigned  for  this  enacting 
clause  was,  <  that  some  corporations  (notwithstanding 
the  law  of  the  8th  of  king  WiUiam^  c.  19.)  by  colour  of 
their  charters,  and  other  great  numbers  of  persons 
by  pretence  of  deeds  or  covenants  united  together,  had 
presumed  to  borrow  great  sums  of  money,  and  there- 
with to  deal  as  a  bank,  to  the  apparent  danger  of  the 
established  credit  of  the  kingdom.'  This  clause  was 
principally  aimed  at  The  Mine  Adventure  Company, 
who,  contrary  to  law,  had  set  up  banking,  and  issued 
cash  notes,  as  we  have  already  related." 

The  object  of  the  6th  of  Anne  was  not  to  enlarge  the 
privileges  of  the  Bank  of  England^  but  to  restore  to  it 
those  privileges  which  had  been  invaded  by  the  Million 
Bank  and  the  Mining  Bank,  and  to  prevent  any  other 
company  or  partnership  consisting  of  more  than  six  per- 
sons from  acting  as  a  bank  of  issue.  The  clause  in 
question  was  a  recognition  of  an  existing  right  in  the 
Bank  of  England  to  act  exclusively  as  a  bank  of  issue, 
and  did  not  interfere  with  the  undoubted  right  of  any 
private  bank  or  partnership  in  the  kingdom  consisting 
of  more  than  six  persons  to  receive  the  money  of  those 
who  might  employ  them,  and  pay  it  away  upon  their 
order. 

The  clause  is  re-enacted  without  any  recital  in  the 
7th  of  Anne^  by  which  the  capital  of  the  Bank  of  jBw^- 
land  is  enlarged. 

The 
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1887.  The  same  clause  is  also  re-enacted  without  any 

JSj^'^^^'T^-.  cital  in  the  forty-fourth  section  of  the  S  G.  1.  r.  8^  the 

England  next  act  relating  to  the  Bank  of  England. 


9, 

Andsbson. 


The  15  6.2.  e.  12.  introduces  the  clause  in  the  (U- 
lowing  words :  *—  ^  And  to  prevent  any  doubts  diat  may 
arise  concerning  the  privilege  br  power  given  by  former 
acts  of  parliament  to  the  said  Governor  and  Company 
of  exclusive  bankings  and  also  in  regard  to  the  erecting 
any  other  bank  or  banks  by  parliament,  or  restraining 
other  persons  from  banking,  during  the  continuance  of 
the  said  privilege  granted  to  the  Governor  and  Com* 
pany  of  the  Bank  of  Englandj  as  before  recited,  it  is 
hereby  further  enacted  and  declared,  that  it  is  the  true 
intent  and  meaning  of  this  act  that  no  other  bank  to  be 
erected  by  parliament  shall  borrow,  owe,  or  take  up, 
&c.,"  as  in  the  clause  of  6  Ann. ;  and  in  that  form  it  is 
repeated  in  the  4  6.  3.,  the  21  G.  S.,  and  the  29  & 
80  G.  8.  One  of  the  grounds  upon  which  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  rest  their  opinion  that  the  word  *^  bills'* 
in  the  prohibitory  clause  must  include  bills  of  exchange 
is,  that  the  word  <*  bill"  in  the  twelfth  section  of  die  act 
15  G.  2.  c.  12.  necessarily  includes  bills  of  exchange, 
and  therefore  that  the  same  word  must  receive  a  similai' 
construction  in  the  fifth  section.  It  is  obvious  that  the 
same  word  may  be  used  in  two  different  senses  in  the  samcf 
act  of  parliament;  but  the  judges  have  overlooked  the 
material  distinction,  that  in  the  twelfth  section  the  word 
"  bill "  is  preceded  by  the  worf  «  any; "  and  that  the 
real  question  in  this  case  is,  in  what  sense  the  word 
"  bills  "  in  the  prohibitory  clause  was  to  be  understood 
at  the  time  of  its  enactment. 

Whatever  was  the  true  meaning  of  the  prohibitoiy 
clause  in  the  reign  of  queen  Anne^  that  must  be  its 
meaning  in  the  3  &  4  fF.  4«  r.  98. ;  for  it  is  expressly  de- 
clared 
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dared  that  tliere  is  no  intention  on  the  part  of  the  legis-  18S7. 
lalure  to  enlarge  the  privileges  of  the  Bank  of  England.  i^I^'nf^r 
Did  the  legislature,  then,  in  introducing  the  prohibitory  England 
clause  in  the  6th  of  Anne,  intend  to  prevent  the  accept-  XvmtBoi^. 
ance  of  bills  of  exchange  for  antecedent  debts  by  more 
than  six  persons  ?  If  it  meant  to  do  so,  it  has  not  ex- 
pressed its  intention :  such  a  prohibition  does  not  come 
within  the  preamble  or  the  enacting  words  of  the  star 
tute.  The  word  bill  in  old  acts  of  parliament,  and  in 
old  reports,  did  not  mean  a  bill  of  exchange,  but  it 
meant  in  legal  language  a  sealed  bilL  It  is  only  in 
comparatively  modern  times  that  the  word  **  bill  **  with- 
out any  words  <^  addition  has  been  applied  to  bills  of 
exdiange.  Chief  Baron  domyits  in  his  Digest  (a)  says, 
that  payment  by  a  merchant  shall  be  made  in  money, 
or  by  bill ;  and  that  payment  by  bill  is  by  bill  of  debt 
or  bill  obligatory,  bill  of  credit  or  bill  of  exchange. 
Formerly  the  word  **  bill/'  used  by  itself,  no  more  meant 
a  bill  of  exchange,  than  it  meant  a  bill  of  lading,  or  a 
bill  of  fare,  or  a  bill  of  the  play.  Jacob  in  his  Law  Die* 
tionary  says,  ^^  We  are  now  to  see  the  sense  in  which  it  is 
used  among  merchants,  as  a  security  for  money.  ^  Bill ' 
is  also  a  common  engagement  for  money  given  by  one 
man  to  another;  and  is  sometimes  with  a  penalty,  called 
penal  bill,  and  sometimes  without  a  peniJty,  though  the 
latter  is  more  frequently  used.  By  a  bill  we  ordinarily 
understand  a  bond  without  a  condition.  It  was  formerly 
all  one  with  an  obligation,  save  only  its  being  called  a 
bill  when  in  JEnglisfif  and  an  obligation  when  in  Latin. 
A  bill  has  been  defined  to  be  a  writing  wherein  one 
Boan  is  bound  to  another  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  on  a 
day  that  is  future,  or  presently  on  demand,  according  to 
the  agreement  of  the  parties  at  the  time  it  is  entered 
into  and  the  dealings  between  them.     A  bill  obligatory 

written 
(a)  tit,  Merekani,  F. 
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1837.  written  in  a  party's  hand  and  seal  to  it  is  good.  A  man 
ThBank  f  ^^^  ^^  ^^  deed,  *  Memorandum,  that  I,  A.  B.,  have  re- 
England  ceived  of  C  D.  the  sum  of  20/.,  which  I  promise  to  pay 
Andsbson.  ^  ^'  ^*'  '^  witness  whereof  I  have  hereunto  set  my  seal,' 
&c.  Or  if  the  bill  be,  '  I  shall  pay  to  C.  Z).,  in  witness,' 
&€.,  and  be  sealed ;  or  if  it  run  as  follows,  '  I  owe  to 
C.  D.  20/.,  to  be  paid  him  again ;'  or  <  I,  A.  fi.,  do  bind 
myself  to  C  Z>.  that  he  shall  receive  20/.',  &c.;  all  these 
are  said  to  be  obligatory."  He  then  gives  the  form  of 
such  a  bill,  and  afterwards  gives  a  distinct  definition  of 
bills  of  exchange.  In  Johnson's  Dictionary  there  is  a  dis- 
tinct definition  of  the  expression  "  a  bill  of  exchange," 
as  there  is  of  the  expressions  '^  a  bill  of  mortalily"  and  **  a 
bill  of  fare ;"  and  the  passages  in  Taylor  and  Locke^  cited 
to  support  the  definition,  contain  the  expression,  and 
not  the  single  word  ^^  bill."  The  compound  expression 
<<  bank  bill "  is  defined  by  Dr.  Johnson^  ^*  a  note  for 
money  laid  up  in  a  bank,  at  the  sight  of  which  the 
money  is  paid;"  and  this  passage  in  Swift  is  cited,  ^'  Let 
300/.  be  paid  her  out  of  my  ready  money,  or  bank  bills." 
In  the  twenty-fifth,  twenty-seventh,  and  twenty-eighth 
sections  of  the  act  5&  6  W.  SpM.^  the  word  **  bills"  is  used 
in  the  sense  of  <*  sealed  bills;"  as  it  is  also  in  the  8  & 
9  W.  d.  c.  20.  The  12  Ann.  r.  1 1.  ^.  16.,  empowers  the 
Bank  of  England  to  make  contracts  with  any  persons, 
natives  or  foreigners,  bodies  politic  or  corporate,  for  the 
furnishing  of  monies  to  the  Bank ;  and  the  seventeenth 
section  empowers  the  Bank  to  issue  out  bank  bills 
under  their  common  seal.  The  9  &  10  fT.  3.  c.  44.  s.  89. 
contains  a  definition  of  bank  bills,  providing  that  biUs 
under  the  seal  of  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the 
Bank  of  England^  commonly  called  bank  bills,  shall  be 
received  in  payment  of  certain  taxes. 

The  mode  of  dealing  between  the  Bank  of  England 
and  the  individual  who  contributed  to  the  public  loan  was 

this  — 
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this  —  the  Bank  gave  a  bill  under  seal,  or  a  note  not        1837. 

under  seal,  the  form  of  each  instrument  being  the  same,    .xh^B  ^  f 

by  way  M  security  for  the  money  advanced.     The  act    .  England 

IScSlV.S.  c.Sl.  for  establishing  the  National  Land  Bank,     andbmon. 

to  which  the  same  powers  were  given  as  to  the  Bank  of 

Eiiglandy  provides,  that,  "  in  all  cases  where  any  sum  or 

sums  of  money  shall  be  advanced  upon  the  credit  of  bills 

to  be  made  payable  on  demand,  the  person  or  persons 

so  advancing  or  paying  any  such  sum  or  sums  of  money 

shall  immediately  have  a  bill  or  bills  delivered  to  him 

for  so  much  as  the  principal  money  so  advanced  or  paid 

shall  amount  to."    And  in  the  thirty-second  section  of 

that  act  the  form  of  the  bill  is  given :  "  The  Governor 

and  Company  of  the  National  Land  Bank  do  hereby 

charge  the  lands  entered,  &c.  for  payment  whereof  they 

oblige  themselves  and  their  successors  by  these  presents, 

which  said  bill  shall  efTectually  charge  the  lands.'' 

The  act  11  G.  1.  c.  9.,  after  reciting  that  *^  of  late 
divers  frauds '  and  deceits  had  been  put  upon  the 
Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England  and 
other  persons  by  the  altering,  forging,  and  counterfeiting 
of  the  bank  bills  and  bank  notes  of  the  said  Governor 
and  Company,  and  by  the  erasing  and  altering  of  the 
said  bills  or  notes  and  the  indorsements  thereupon,  and 
by  the  tendering  in  payment,  uttering,  vending,  ex- 
changing, and  bartering  of  such  altered,  forged,  and 
counterfeited  and  erased  bills  and^notes  and  the  indorse- 
ments thereupon,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  public  credit, 
and  to  the  great  hurt  and  diminution  of  trade  and  com- 
merce, enacts,  that  if  any  person  shall  alter,  forge,  or 
counterfeit  any  bank  bill  or  bank  notes,  &c.,  he  shall 
be  deemed  guilty  of  felony."  The  forging  of  bills  of 
exchange  was  not  at  that  time  a  felony,  nor  was  it  made 
a  felony  until  the  reign  of  George  the  Second.  Bills  of 
exchange,  therefore,  were  not  included  in  the  act  by 

Vol,  IL  E  e  which 
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18S7.       which  the  forging  and  counterfeiting  of  bank  bills  and 
rr^^D^^  c  ^^^  notes  was  made  a  felony. 
England 

Ande'bson.  '^®  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  place 
much  reliance  on  the  third  section  of  the  7  G.  4f,  c.  46., 
by  which  it  is  provided,  with  respect  to  those  who  are 
privileged  to  issue  paper  at  a  distance  of  more  than  sixty- 
five  miles  from  London^  that  they  are  "  not  to  borrow, 
owe,  or  take  up  in  London^  or  at  any  place  or  places  ex- 
ceeding the  distance  of  sixty-five  miles  from  London^  any 
sum  or  sums  of  money,  or  any  bill  or  promissory  note 
of  any  such  corporation  or  copartnership,  payable  on 
demand,  or  at  any  less  time  than  six  months  from  the 
borrowing  thereof,  nor  to  make  or  issue  any  bill  or  bills 
of  exchange,  or  promissory  note  or  notes  of  such  cor- 
poration or  copartnership,  contrajy  to  the  provisions  of 
the  said  recited  act/*  Now  the  provisions  of  the  recited 
act,  namely,  the  S9  &  40  W.  H.j  do  not  prohibit  the 
making  or  issuing  of  bills  of  exchange,  unless  the  clause 
in  the  6th  of  Anne^  which  is  repeated  in  that  act,  pro- 
hibit the  making  of  them ;  and,  if  it  does  not,  the  mere 
introduction  of  the  words  ^*  nor  to  make  or  issue,  &c" 
in  the  7  G.  4.,  cannot  enlarge  the  operation  of  the  pro- 
hibitory clause  in  the  6th  of  Anne. 

But  if  there  be  any  doubt  as  to  the  construction  of 
the  39  &  40  G.  3.,  or  of  any  prior  or  subsequent  act  or 
acts  in  respect  of  the  exclusive  privilege  of  banking 
given  to  the  Bank,  the  third  section  of  the  3  &  4  J^  4. 
c.  98.  is  introduced  for  the  express  purpose  of  removing 
such  doubt ;  and  that  section  enacts,  *^  that  any  body 
politic  or  corporate,  or  society,  or  company,  or  partner- 
ship, aldiough  consisting  of  more  than  six  persons^  may 
carry  on  the  trade  or  business  of  banking  in  Londorif  or 
within  sixty-five  miles  thereof,  provided  that  such  body 
politic  or  corporate^  or  society,  or  company,  or  partner- 
ship. 
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ship  do  not  borrow,  owe,  or  take  up  in  England  any        1897. 

sum  or  sums  of  money  on  their  bills  or  notes,  payable   J!!^^^"^- 
^  •    .  r  \>  The  Bank  of 

on  demand,  or  at  any  less  time  than  six  months  from      Ekoland 

the  borrowing  thereof,"  TTiis  proviso  corrects  the  error     a,,  ^'^    - 

introduced  into  the  7  6*  4.,  and  re-enacts  the  clause  in 

the  6th  of  AnnCf  which  restrains  the  issuing  of  sealed  bills 

and  promissory  notes,  but  has  no  reference  whatever  to 

bills  of  exchange. 

The  next  point  on  which  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  have  delivered  their  opinion  is,  whether 
the  transaction  in  question  is  a  ^*  borrowmg  "  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  of  parliament  Borrowing,  in  the 
sense  in  which  it  is  used  in  these  acts  of  parliament,  is 
taking  money  for  public  purposes  upon  a  security  given 
for  the  money  advanced.  Borrowing  was  the  dealing 
by  which  the  Bank  was  empowered  to  receive  the  money 
advanced  by  the  public  to  a  limited  extent,  and  to  give 
in  exchange  for  it  their  bills  or  notes,  which,  after  the 
8  &  9  FFl  S.,  were  payable  on  demand.  There  is  no 
general  enactment  by  which  the  Bank  of  England  is 
protected,  even  as  a  bank  of  issue,  against  all  rival  es- 
taUishments.  Particular  remedies  were  applied,  as  the 
occasion  required,  against  the  effect  of  competition, 
and  the  prohibitory  clause  in  the  6th  of  Anne  was 
introduced  for  the  purpose  of  providing  against  a  par- 
ticular mischief,  and  of  restoring  to  the  Bank  the 
privileges  which  had  been  invaded  by  a  recent  en- 
croachment upon  them.  The  Irish  act,  21  &  S2  G.  S., 
<br  establishmg  the  Bank  ot  Ireland^  is  in  pari  materid, 
and  shews  the  seiise  in  which  the  word  borrowing  is  used 
in  similar  enactments.  That  act,  after  reciting  that  it 
would  tend  to  the  advancement  of  public  credit  in  j&ie- 
land,  and  to  the  extension  of  its  trade  and  commerce, 
if  a  bank  Mrith  public  security  should  be  established 
there,  enacts  that  subscriptions  to  the  amount  of  600,000/. 
E  e  2  should 
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1887.  fihoUid  be  taised  aocordhig  to  the  mode  ilr  whidb  the 
T^iTiBai^f  ^B^^  '^^  England  was  established.  The  Company  are 
En^lakd  ■  restraiiied  under  a  penalty  from  borrowing  or  giviog 
Amdsbson.  security  by  bill  or  note  for  more  than  this  amount. 
There  is  also  a  proTJaion  in  the  act,  similar  to  that  id  the 
6th  of  Anne,  *<  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  body 
politic  or  corporate,  erected  or  to  be  erected,  other  than 
the  corporation  thereby  intended  to  be  created  or 
erei^ed  into  a  national  bank,  or  for  any  other  parties 
whatsoever,  united  or  to  be  united  in  coY^iants  or  part- 
nership, exceeding  the  number  of  six  persons,  to  borrow, 
owe,  or  take  up  any  sum  or  sums  of  moiaay  on  their 
bills  or  notes,  payable  on  demand,  or  at  any  less  time 
than  six  months  from  the  borrowing  thereof  So  far 
the  language  of  the  6th  of  Anne  is  substantially' pur- 
sued ;  and  the  words  which  follow  illustrate  the  meaning 
of  the  legislature  —  "  under  a  penalty  or  fdrfUture  by 
such  persCMis,  bodies  politic  or  corporate,  of  tmble  the 
sum  or  sums  of  money  so  to  be  borrowed  or  taken  up 
upon  such  bill  or  bills,  note  or  notes;  one  mpiety 
thereof  to  be  paid  to  the  informer,  and  the  other,  to  the 
use  of  his  Majesty."  t 

■  I 
It  is  said  that  the  money  for  which  the  bill  of  ex*- 
change  is  drawn  is  the  money  borrowed.  Apply  that 
test  to  the  provision  in  this  act  of  parliament.  Suppose 
a  qui  tam  action  brought  upon  this  penal  statute -to 
recover  the  penalty.  It  would  be  necessary  to  prove 
thttt  money  was  borrowed  or  taken  up  upon*  ft  bill  lOr 
tN!»te  at  less  than  six  monthsV  date  from  the  borrowing 
thereof;  and,  if  a  bill  of  exchanj^  Were  tendered  fbr  tlkat 
purpose,  the  aetionr  would  qM)t  be  sustained,  became  a 
bill  of  exchange  would  only  prove  the  sum  which  is  to 
be  paid,  and  that  sum  might  be  totally  different  from 
the  sum  which  Was  bdn^wed.      '^  •  « 

About 
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About  tbe  same  time  that  the  Bank  of  Engldndvtiis       I8d7« 
established  excbequft-  bills  were  introdaced.    The  go-    JJj!rnf*T^r 
vemment  borrowed  money  directly  of  the  public^  and      Ekmand 
gare  their  exchequer  bills  by  way  of  security  for  the     AwDiiioN. 
money  borrowed.     In  tbe  same  way  tbe  Bank  of  Eng" 
land  gave  its  sealed  bills  and  notes,  to  the  extent  limited 
by  the  act  of  parliament,  by  way  of  seonri^  for  the  money 
borrowed.     The  Bank  of  England  is  a  bank  of  deposit 
to  a  very  considerable  extent  as  well  as  a  bank  of  issue; 
but  can  it  be  said  to  borrow  money  in  its  character  of  a 
■  bank  ^f  deposit  ?   Is  money  deposited  in  the  hands  of  a 
!  private  banker,  in  the  language  of  merchants,  or  accord- 
ing to  the  common  understanding  of  mankind,  a  loan  to 
: the  banker?     There  is  no  bmrcmng^  in  the  sense  in 
which  alone  that  word  is  applicable  to  the  provisions 
.of  the  Bank  acts,  in  the  transaction  between  the  Lm- 
cfcMiiatid  Westminster  Bank  and  Mr.  Muskett.     Tbe  only 
^point  determined  in  Sims  v.  Bond  (a),  and  the  cases 
Hupon  which  that  decisicHi  is  founded  (&),  was  that  money 
'deposited  in  tbe  hands  of  a  banker  is  not  a  bailment. 
'The  effect  of  the  deposit  of  the  security  in  that  case  was 
held  to  be  a  borrowing,  because  it  was  not  a  bailment. 
The  distinction  between  a  deposit  and  a  borrowing  is 
exjAressly  made  by  the  eighth  section  of  the  S  &  4  J9C  4. 
>>a9dJ,  which  requires  ^^  that  an  account  of  the  amount  of 
>  bullion  and  securities  in  the  Bank  of  England^  belong-     * 
oing  toi  the  said  Governor  and  Company,  and  of  notes  in 
'tcifcplatipD^  and  of  deposits  in  the  said  Bank,  shall  be 
xtrdnsmitted  weekly  to  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer 
nfov/ the  time  being,  aad  such  .accounts,  shall  be  consoU- 
tjdtated:  ^  the  end  of  evet7  momh«"  ^Acoordijig  to.tfie 
i  afgumefttion  itbe:  oth^r  side,  the  word»  ought  .toh^ve 
o»  -I  .1  .   ,  j,..j.|  'i  :  ./ .  '  beep, 

{b)  Carr  v.  Carr^  1  Mer,  541.  ,.^«iw[y»t«i  Vf  ^(obh^ibi^.  6SB* 
Ee  3 
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18S7.       been,  not  "  deposits  in  the  said  bank,'*  but  monies  6or- 

-i^^y*^^  rcnxfed  by  the  said  bank. 
The  Bank  of  *^ 

England 

Andbbson  ^'  ^^  ^^^  '^*^  ^^  ^^^'^  **  ^'^^  London  and  Werf- 
minster  Bank  accepted  the  bill,  they  owed  the  money 
for  which  it  was  drawn,  and,  if  there  was  an  owing, 
there  was  a  borrowing.  This  is  to  contend  that  bor- 
rowing means  owing  ;  and,  according  to  this  argument, 
the  prohibition  would  extend  to  every  acceptance  by 
more  than  six  persons  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  at  less  than 
six  months,  in  satisfaction  of  an  antecedent  debt.  If 
this  be  the  law,  no  joint-stock  company  within  sixty- 
five  miles  of  London  can  accept  a  bill  of  exchange,  by 
way  of  payment  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  or  for 
a  debt  due  to  the  drawer.  But  suppose  the  bill  of 
exchange  to  be  accepted  without  consideration,  and 
for  the  honour  of  the  drawer;  will  the  prohibitory 
clause  then  apply  ?  Is  such  an  acceptance  an  indictable 
offence  within  the  6th  of  Anne  ;  and,  the  foundation  of 
the  transaction  being  that  no  money  is  borrowed,  and 
that  the  bill  is  accepted  without  consideration,  will  the 
acceptor  be  liable,  under  the  Irish  act  of  parliament,  to 
forfeit  treble  the  sum,  which,  upon  the  hypothesis,  has 
no  existence  ? 

It  is  argued  that  every  species  of  forbearance  on  the 
part  of  one  man,  whose  money  passes  into  the  hands  of 
another,  constitutes  a  loan  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute  of  Antie^  and  that,  wherever  there  is  a  loan, 
there  is  a  borrowing.  A  very  liberal  construction  has,  no 
doubt,  been  put  upon  the  word  loan  in  that  statute,  for 
the  purpose  of  reaching  every  usurious  transaction ;  but 
cases  upon  the  statute  of  usury  have  no  application  to 
the  present  question,  and  the  rule  of  construction  which 
has  governed  the  courts  in  those  cases  cannot  be  ex- 
tended 
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tended  to  a  transaction  not  within  the  mischief  intended        18  37* 

to  be  repressed  by  giving  the  fullest  effect  to  the  pro-  qnl^^^''^^ 
▼isons  of  the  12th  of  Anne.  England 


The  third  objection  taken  by  the  Defendants,  and 
commented  upon  by  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  is,  that  if  the  word  bills  in  the  6th  of  ^nn^  includes 
bills  of  exchange,  and  if  the  transaction  in  question  con- 
stitutes a  borrowing  by  the  Defendants,  still  it  is  not  a 
borrowing  on  their  bill  within  the  meaning  of  the  enact- 
ment. Against  whom  was  the  enactment  made  ?  Against 
the  persons  who  should  presume  to  issue  their  bills  or 
notes  payable  on  demand,  or  at  less  than  six  months  from 
the  borrowing  thereof.  The  acceptors  are  not  the  issu- 
ers of  a  bill  of  exchange.  In  declaring  upon  a  bill  of 
exchange,  the  language  of  the  pleader  is  that  the  drawer 
of  the  bill  has  made  his  certain  bill  of  exchange.  A 
foreign  bill  of  exchange  may  be  accepted  by  parol.  If 
the  drawee  of  a  foreign  bill  of  exchange  makes  a  parol 
promise  to  pay  it,  and,  by  so  doing,  becomes  the  acceptor, 
can  the  bill  which  continues,  perhaps,  to  be  circulated 
abroad,  and  which  the  drawee  does  not  see  till  the  time 
at  which  it  becomes  payable,  be  said  to  be  his  bill  of 
exchange  ?  The  drawee  of  a  bill  of  exchange  has  no 
interest  in  or*  control  over  it,  if  he  does  not  accept  it, 
and,  if  he  retains  it  in  his  possession,  an  action  of  trover 
lies  against  him :  therefore  it  is  not  his  bill.  The  ac- 
ceptor of  a  bill  of  exchange,  whether  by  writing  or  by 
parol,  is  not  the  issuer  of  the  bill ;  therefore  it  is  not  his 
bill  within  the  meaning  of  this  enactment. 

The  7  G.  4-  c.  46.,  which  allows  partnerships  to  be 
established  as  banks  of  issue  in  London  or  elsewhere, 
under  certain  conditions^  provides,  among  other  condi- 
tions, that  they  shall  make  a  return  according  to  sche- 
dule A.  The  fourth  section  enacts  that  before  any  such 
E  e  4i  corporation 


Ansbabon. 
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ld57.'  '    corporation,  exceeding  the  number  of  six  persons,  shall 

ThaBLoki' r  i^^s'**  ^  *^*"^  ^°y  ^^^^^  ^^  notes,  or  borrow,  owe,  or  take 
Englamd    :  up  money  on  their  bills  or  notes,  an  account  or  return 

ANinoMOKr  '  ^^^^^  ^^  made  out  according  to  the  form  in  the  schedule 
marked  A.  In  this  schedule  the  name  and  places  of 
the  bank  or  banks  established  by  such  corporation  or 
co-partnership  are  to  be  returned,  together  with  the 
names  of  the  subscribers,  towns,  and  places  where  the 
bills  or  notes  of  the  said  banking  corporation  or  co- 
partnership are  to  be  issued  by  the  said  corporation  or 
copartnership,  or  their  agent  or  agents,  as  the  same 
respectively  appear  in  the  books  of  the  corporation  or 
co-partnership.  This  last  provision,  requiring  a  return 
of  the  names  of  the  towns  and  places  where  the  bills  or 
notes  of  the  corporation  or  co-partnership  are  to  be  is* 
sued,  clearly  refers  to  the  issuers  of  the  bills  or  notes,  not 
to  a  co-partnership  consisting  of  more  than  six  penons^ 
who  merely  accept  a  bill  of  exchange  in  discbarge  of  a 
debt,  or  by  way  of  payment  for  goods  or  merchandize 
which  they  have  received.  Yet,  if  the  construction  con* 
tended  for  by  the  Plaintiffs  could  be  maintained,  every 
such  co-partnership  would  be  liable  to  the  penalties  en* 
forced  by  the  eighth  section  of  this  act,  if  they  neglected 
to  make  the  required  return. 

The  time  at  which  a  bill  of  exchange  is  accepted  does 
not  usually  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  bill.  How,  theoy 
assuming  borrowmg  to  mean  acceptance,  is  it  to  be 
known  from  what  time  the  six  months  are  to  run,  where 
iht  bill  is  drawn  at  more  than  sue  months?  If  a  bill  were  « 
drawn  at  six  months,  and  accepted  on  the  day  on  which 
it  was  drawn,  the  acceptance  would  be  legal;  but,  if 
accepted  within  six  months  of  the  time  at  which  it  be- 
came payable,  the  acceptaape  would  be  unlawful ;  and 
qu^iions  would  constantly  be  raised  whether  the  holder 
of  the  bill  had  notice  of  the  time  at  which  it  was  ac«* 

cepted. 
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cepted*     Sach  a  state  of  the  law  would  lead  to  great  1837. 

inconvenience,  and  operate  as  a  serious  clog  on  the  com-  J.r^^^T'' 

merdal  transactions  of  the  country*  ENatAiiD 


That  the  transaction  impeached  by  the  PlaintifP  is  not 
illegal  appears  from  the  constant  usage  of  the  Easi  India 
Company,  and  the  sanction  which  that  usage  derives 
from  a  decided  case  tending  strongly  to  shew  that  there 
is  no  illegality  in  it. 

The  9  &  10  ^«  S.  c.  44.  $.  75.  enacts  that  it  shall  not 
be  lawful  for  the  East  India  Company  to  borrow,  owe, 
or  give  security  for  any  other  or  greater  sum  or  sums 
of  money  than  such  as  shall  be  really  and  bond  Jide  ex- 
pended and  laid  out  in  and  for  the  buying  of  goods; 
which  sum  or  sums  of  money,  so  to  be  borrowed  for  the 
purpose  aforesaid,  shall  be  borrowed  only  on  their  com- 
mon seal,  and  shall  not  be  made  payable  or  bond  fide 
agreed  to  be  paid  at  any  time  less  than  six  montlis  from 
the  time  of  the  borrowing  thereof.  Now  the  Ea$t  India 
Company  is  in  the  constant  habit  of  accepting  bills  of 
exchange  at  less  than  six  months ;  yet  it  has  never  been 
supposed  that  by  so  doing  they  came  within  the  prohibi- 
tion of  the  statute  6  Amu  In  Murray  v.  The  East  India 
Company  (/i),  an  action  was  brought  against  the  East 
India  Company  by  the  administrators  of  the  payee,  to 
recover  the  amount  of  four  bills  of  exchange  which  had 
been  transmitted  to  England,  indorsed  by  the  testator's 
agent  without  any  special  authority,  and  accepted  by  the 
East  India  Company  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  and 
paid  by  the  company  to  the  holders.  Three  of  the  bills 
wdre  payable  at  three  months'  sight  The  amount  of  the 
four  bills  exceeded  90,000/.  The  case  was  one  of  great 
hardship,  as  the  Company  was  called  upon  to  pay  that 

large 
(a)  SB,  4' Md. 9.0^. 


V. 

Anjnmsoir. 
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18S7.  large  sum  a  second  time^  and  every  objection  that  could 
Aj^V**^^  be  raised  by  the  ingenuity  of  counsel  was  urged  in  &vour 
England  of  the  Defendants ;  yet  it  never  occurred  to  the  counsel 
or  to  the  Court  that  the  acceptance  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
at  less  than  six  months  by  more  than  six  persons  was 
void  under  the  6th  of  Anne^  and  that  the  Easi  Jkdia 
Company  had,  consequently,  a  complete  answer  to  the 
Plainti£&'  case. 

No  reference  is  made  in  the  certificate  to  any  decided 
case.  The  cases,  indeed,  bearing  upon  this  subject  are 
not  numerous,  nor  can  the  decisions  be  entirely  recon- 
ciled with  each  other ;  but,  with  the  exception  of  Brought 
ton  V.  The  Manchester  Water  Works  Ckmpawf  (for  Stack 
V.  The  Highgate  Archtvay  Company  establishes  nothing 
one  proposition  in  the  marginal  note  of  the  case  being 
stated  as  a  semble^  and  another  as  a  quaere)^  they  are 
in  favour  of  the  defendants.  Broughton  v.  7%e  Matk* 
Chester  Water  Works  Company,  the  case  principally  relied 
upon  for  the  Plaintiffs,  is  not  rec6gnised  in  Westminster 
Hall  as  an  authority.  The  validity  of  the  acceptance 
in  that  case  by  The  Manchester  Water  Works  Compargf 
was  impeached  upon  two  grounds ;  first,  that  the  cor- 
poration, not  being  constituted  for  trading  purposes,  and 
having  no  express  power  to  draw  and  accept  bills  of  ex*» 
change,  could  not  be  parties  to  a  bill  of  exchange ;  and, 
next,  that  the  acceptance  was  an  infringement  of  the  ex- 
clusive privileges  of  the  Bank.  The  second  was  only  a 
'  collateral  objection,  the  privil^es  of  the  Bank  not  being 
direedy  in  question.  Lord  Tenterden  did,  undoubtedly, 
decide  the  case  upon  the  second  ground,  but  his  judg- 
ment  is  not  characterised  by  his  usual  accuracy,  and 
cannot  be  iairly  cited  in  support  of  the  argument  for  the 
Plaintiffs  in  this  case,  because,  in  consequence  of  a 
mistake  made  by  the]  learned  Judge,  one  of  the  prin- 
cipal questions  which  is  here  in  dispute^  namely,  whe- 
ther 
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ther  the  word  "  bill''  in  the  prohibitory  clause  included  18S7* 
a  bill  of  exchange,  is  assumed  to  be  indisputable.  "  It  J^J^^TT^r 
is  not  necessary  for  me/*  says  Lord  Tenterden^  then  England 
C.  J.  Ahbottj  "  to  enter  into  the  general  question,  whe-  l^tIim^vu 
ther  an  action  of  assumpsit  will  in  any  case  lie  against 
a  body  corporate,  for  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  case 
falls  within  the  provisions  of  the  several  acts  of  par-> 
liament  made  for  the  protection  of  the  Bank  of  Eng* 
land.  The  statute  by  which  the  Bank  was  established 
as  a  company  contains  a  provision  *  that  it  shall  not 
be  lawful  for  any  body  corporate  to  borrow,  owe,  or 
take  up  any  sum  of  money  on  their  bills  or  notes  pay- 
able at  demand,  or  at  any  less  time  than  six  months 
from  the  borrowing  thereof;'  and  that  clause  has  been 
incorporated  into  all  the  subsequent  acts  relating  to  the 
Bank  of  England  J* — Now  this  clause  was  not  introduced 
into  the  act  by  which  the  Bank  was  established,  nor 
into  the  subsequent  acts  by  which  its  capital  is  en« 
larged,  nor  until  the  act  6  Ann.^  and  then  to  obviate  a 
particular  mischief.  This  mistake  is  material,  because 
it  shews  that  Lord  Tenterden  was  under  the  impression 
that  the  Bank  was  originally  protected  and  fenced 
round  by  a  privilege  which  was  not  conferred  upon  it 
until  many  years  after  its  establishment.  Lord  Tenter" 
den  proceeds  :  *'  It  seems  to  me  that,  by  the  fair  inter- 
pretation of  that  statute,  the  words  <  owe  on  a  bill  of 
exchange'  are  applicable  to  those  who  are  liable  as  ac- 
ceptors, for  such  persons  are  debtors  on  the  bill."  — 
It  is  manifest  that  the  words  "  owe  on  a  bill  of  ex- 
change,'* which  Lord  Tenterden  suppos^  to  be  in  the 
act,  are  not  to  be  found  there ;  the  very  question  which 
has  been  so  much  discussed  in  the  present  case  being 
one  which,  if  the  words  had  been  what  Lord  Tenr- 
ferden  erroneously  supposed  them  to  be,  could  not  by 
possibility  have  been  raised.  For  the  purposes  of  the 
present  argument,  therefore,  Broughton  v.  The  Manches- 
ter 
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1887.        ter  Water  Works  Company^  evea  if  k  bad  bew  r«oog- 
Jj^V"^^     nized  as  good  law  by  subsequent  caaesy  could  not  be 
England      fairly  used.     The  question  to  be  proved  here  havingp  in 
.     ^'  that  case,  been  taken  for  granted  upon  an  erroneMs 

assumption,  any  inference  founded  upon  that  erroneoas 
assumption  must  fail ;  for  it  will  scarcely  be  contended  at 
this  stage  of  the  argument  that  the  word  ^*  bill "  in  the 
prohibitory  clause  so  indisputably  means  <*  bill  of  ex- 
change," that  one  expression  may  be  aubstituted  fori  the 
other,  whether  in  a  supposed  quotation  from  aa. act i Of 
parliament  or  otherwise. 

But  Broughton  y.  The  Manchester  Waterworks  C9tt- 
pany  is  not  law.  In  Wigan  v.  F&wler  (a)  Xiocd  Elkn^ 
borough  held  that  the  restrictive  clause  ui  jthe.JSank 
acts  extended  only  to  banking  companies ;  and<|:^s  .devKi- 
sion  was  confirmed  by  a  refusal  to  grant  ^jifiew  t|riaf. 
So  far  as  it  goes,  that  case  overrules  BrQtightofiy,,The 
Manchester  Waterworks  Company^  and  is  an  authority  ip 
favour  of  the  Defendants  in  the  present  case,  to  the  ex- 
tent, at  least,  of  rendering  it  impossible  togi^aiHi'the 
injunction  now  asked  for.  The  circijimstai^ce  noticed  by 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  Broughton  v*  Tfie  Man^ 
cliester  Waterworks  Company ^  as  distinguishing^  Wpg<in,y. 
Fonxler  from  the  case  before  them,  was  not  the^  ffcpMlfd 
upon  which  a  new  trial  was  refused;  on  th^  ^.ntrpgi;y 
the  Court,  in  refusing  a  new  trial,  went  expres9]^.  up()|i 
the  ground  that  the  intention  of  the  legislature.  ;wa$tp 
protect  the  Bank  against  rival  banking  estajbli^p)^^!^ 
^d  not  to  extend  the  restriction  to  co.ii7meff9ia),  .pf^t* 

^^rships.  '  .      -     .       I.     ,.,.      ;n..>q 

The  decision  in  Wig^  v.  Fooler  wa^  fpUoife^jtjy 
Chief  Justice  Best^  in  f^eriffffg^y^^JP^m^fp^l^),  ,wk^^^ 

promissory 
(a)  1  Stark.  459.  (b)  i  i^.  4  -^f^.il26. 
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ptcmnmrf  faotk  M  three  months,  drawn  by  more  than        1897. 


The  Bank  o. 


^«ix" persons,  was  held  not  to  be  within  the  prohibitory 
'daose  ill  the 'bankrupt  acts,  though  Broughton  v.  Tke      ENGLAKir 
Manchester  Wkterwarks  Company  was  cited,  and  Chief     -     *• 
JiMtios  Best  was  himself  one  of  the  Judges  who  decided 
'that  case.     The  decision  in  Perring  v.  Dunston  was 
afterwards  affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 

'  In  Haiwy  V.  Kay  (a),  Brot^hton  v.  The  Manchester 
^^JVisfier^aiorks  Company  being  cited  in  the  course  of  the 
argument  to  shew  that  the  Bank  acts  applied  to  all 
companies,  for  whatever  purposes  established,  Mr. 
Justice  Baytey  observed,  **  In  Magor  v.  Hammond  (a 
special  verdict  in  C.  B.,  argued  before  the  other  Judges, 
but  not  reported)  all  the  Judges  were  of  opinion  that 
'those' acts  did  not  prevent  more  than  six  persons  from 
paj'irtg'fheir"' debts  by  their  acceptance,  but  merely  pre- 
Vetited  more  than  six  persons  from  carrying  on  a  bank- 
ing concerto.'' 
-  /  ■ 

•  'In  Dickinson  v.  Valpy^  which  is  reported  only  on 
^othei*  pomt  {b\  this  question  was  raised,  and  the  argu- 
-tneiit  upon  it  not  pursued,  because  the  Judges  were 
dearly  bf  opinion  that  the  point  had  been  settled  by  the 
^dt^sl^n  of  all  the  Judges  in  Magor  v.  Hammond.  The 
^titioh  Was  brought  by  the  indorsee  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
'96)6  300/.,  payable  at  two  months,  and  drawn  ^by  the 
'CofftwaK  and  Devonshire  Mining  Company.  It  appears 
•ffdmtlie  shoi-t  hand-writer's  notes,  that  when  the  courf- 
"iiVicM  the  Defendants  was  proceeding  to  the  second 
point  opened  by  Sir  James  Scarlett^  namely,  that  this 
bill  of  exchange  was  within  the  prohibition  in  the  Bank 
'4titi,  Ixyrd  Tsfiterden  iaid  that  a  bill  of  [exchange  in 
'payment  of  a  debt  b^ufdnot  cdhie  within  the  Bank  acts. 

Mr 
(d)  9 IS;^  ftafeif.  (A)  10  B.  i  a  us 
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1887.        Mr.  Justice  Bayley  added,  <<  otherwise  any  ineraintile 

JJJ^V^^     partnership,  consisting  of  more  than  a  limited  number 

England      of  persons,  could  not  accept  a  bill  of  exchange;''  and 

Am  *ii8o        Mr.  Justice  Parke  said,  '*  The  prohibition  applies  only  to 

banking  companies."    Mr.  Justice  Bayley  added,  ^  This 

is  implied  in  the  last  Bank  act;''  and  Sir  James  Scarlett 

said  he  felt  this  so  strongly,  that  he  should  be  very  loth 

to  press  the  point.    Hence  it  is  evident  that  the  decision 

in  Broughton  v.  The  Manchester  Waterworks  Company^ 

the  case  on  which  the  Plaintifis  mainly  rely,  has  been, 

in  effect,  declared  erroneous  by  three  of  the  Judges  who 

pronounced  it. 

Sr  Frederick  PoUock^  in  reply. 

The  objection  which  has  been  made  to  the  certificate 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  on  the  ground  that  the 
Judges  of  that  Court  have  not  entered  into  or  attributed 
much  importance  to  the  historical  details  which  have 
formed,  so  large  a  portion  of  the  argument  for  the  De- 
fendants, is  groundless.  Those  learned  Judges  confined 
themselves,  and  exercised  a  sound  discretion  in  confining 
themselves,  to  the  facts  stated  in  the  case  on  which  they 
were  called  upon  to  give  an  opinion,  and  to  the  acts  of 
parliament  upon  which  a  construction  was  to  be  put, 
instead  of  wandering  into  the  uncertain  region  of  his- 
torical research,  and  taking,  as  the  Court  is  now  invited 
to  take,  the  pages  of  Anderson,  Macpherson,  and  Daru^ 
for  their  guide.  The  case  opened  for  the  Plaintiffs,  and 
confirmed  by  the  certificate  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  is  in  no  degree  displaced  or  shaken  by  the  argu- 
ments which  have  been  urged  for  the  Defendants.  It 
is  said  that  the  transaction  in  question  is  an  ordinary 
transaction  of  a  bank  of  deposit,  yet  no  instance  is  shewn 
in  which  a  similar  attempt  has  ever  been  made  to  infringe 
the  provisions  of  the  6th  of  Anne.    The  construction 

which 
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which  the  Defendants  seek  to  put  upon  that  provision  is  Ji837. 
a  novel  construction ;  it  has  never  occurred  to  any  other  rrj^^T^/. 
banking  establishment ;  and  it  is  repudiated  by  the  legis-  Emolamd 
lature,  which  has,  in  effect,  declared  the  word  "  bills "  ^  *' 
in  the  6th  of  Anne  to  be  synonymous  with  bills  of  ex- 
change. The  legislature  is  the  best  interpreter  of  its 
own  language  and  intentions,  and  the  interpretation  of 
the  legislature  completely  subverts  the  arguments  of  the 
Defendants.  The  object  of  the  legislature  clearly  was 
to  prevent  the  circulation  of  any  negotiable  instruments, 
payable  upon  the  credit  of  more  than  six  persons,  at  a 
less  date  than  six  months;  and,  if  bills  of  exchange  at  a 
short  date  could  be  circulated  by  the  Defendants,  it  is 
clear  that  the  object  of  the  legislature  would  be  defeated. 
The  word  <^  bills,"  whether  we  look  to  the  mischief,  or 
resort  to  contemporaneous  exposition,  means  bills  of 
all  kinds,  and,  consequently,  includes  bills  of  exchange. 
In  Viner^s  Abridgemetit  (a),  it  is  said  that  bills  of  exchange 
extended  at  first  only  to  merchant-strangers  trading 
with  English  merchants  ;  and  afterwards  to  inland  bills 
between  merchants  trading  the  one  with  the  other  here 
in  England,  and  afterwards  to  all  traders  and  negotiators, 
and  of  late  to  all  persons  trafficking  or  not''  The 
statute  S  &  4  Anne,  whieh  put  promissory  notes  upon  the 
same  footing  as  inland  bills  of  exchange,  recognised  the 
capacity  of  a  corporation  to  be  a  party  to  a  promissory 
note ;  and  it  followed  that,  if  it  might  be  ajparty  to  a 
promissory  note,  it  might  be  a  party  to  a  bill  of  ex- 
change. The  6th  of  Anfie,  therefore,  was  passed  for  the 
purpose  of  prohibiting  iAl  corporations,  other  than  the 
Bank  of  England,  from  borrowing,  owing,  or  taking  up 
money  upon  their  bills  or  notes.  In  the  year  ]  708,  when 
this  statute  was  passed,  the  Bank  had  nearly  left  off 
issuing  sealed  bills  which  bore  interest,  and  in  1711  it 

entirely 
(a)  Tit.  £iU  o/Bjechange^  A.  7. 
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1857*       entirely  discontinued  them.     The  seventy-fifth  section 

,^^^^^;ry^r   of  the  act  by  which  the  Eccst  India  Company  is  esta- 
TheBankof  ^  .  ,  ... 

Enolano      blished  prohibits  that  corporation  from  discounting  bills 

Andebson  ^^  exchange  and  other  bills  or  notes,  the  words  **  other 
bills  "  shewing  that  one  kind  of  bill  was  a  bill  of  exchange. 
Where  a  bill  under  seal  is  meant  in  the  acts  prior  to  the 
6th  of  Anne  it  is  described  as  a  bill  under  seal.  Thus, 
in  the  twentieth  section  of  the  act  by  which  the  Bank  is 
incorporated,  it  is  provided  that  the  corporation  '*  shall 
not  borrow  or  give  security  by  bill,  bond,  covenant,  or 
agreement,  under  their  common  seal,  for  more  than  the 
whole  1,200,000/,"  which  they  were  to  advance  to  the 
government;  and,  in  sect.  29.,  *^all  and  every  bill  or  bills, 
obligatory  and  of  credit,  under  the  seal  of  the  said  corpor- 
ation, made  or  given  to  any  person  or  persons,  shall  and 
may  pass  by  indorsement."  The  same  act  restrains  the 
Bank  from  buying  and  selling  goods  and  merchandize,  but 
does  not  prohibit  them  from  dealing  in  bills  of  exchange. 
"  Bill,"  which  is  the  general  term,  includes  **  bill  of  ex- 
change," which  is  one  of  the  species  of  bills ;  hut  where 
the  legislature  speaks  of  a  species  only,  as  a  bill  under 
seal,  or  a  bill  of  exchange,  or  an  exchequer  bill,  it  uses 
the  words  of  addition  which  define  its  meaning.  Yet, 
in  the  teeth  of  all  these  instances  supplied  by  contem- 
poraneous statutes  and  documents,  it  is  gravely  insisted 
that,  if  the  Judges  of  the  Common  Pleas  had  not  rejected 
the  principle  of  contemporaneous  exposition,  they  must 
haver  come  to  the  conclusion  that,  in  the  6th  of  An$ie 
and  the  two  prior  acts  relating  to  the  Bank,  the  word 
**  bills  "  could  only  be  understoddin  the  sense  of  *<  sealed 
bills."  All  that  the  argument  for  the  Plaintifl^  requires 
to  be  conceded  is  that  the  general  term  may  include  one 
of  its  particulars  —  that  the  whole  may  include  one  of 
its  parts  —  that  the  word  *^  bills  "  may  mean  bills  of  eii- 
cbange ;  and  we  have  shewn  numerous  instances  in  which 
it  must  do  80.    The  Defendants  insist  that  the  general 

term 
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term  is  used  exclusively  of  all  its  particulars  but  one  -—  1887. 

that  the  word  «  bills  "  means  «  sealed  bills  "  and  "  sealed  jJ^TBaiTof 

bills  "  only,  and  the  Court  will  decide  how  far  the  pro-  England 

position  for  which  they  contend  has  been  supported  by  AMDEasoN. 
that  contemporaneous  exposition  on  which  they  rely. 

As  to  the  cases  which,  it  is  said,  are  in  favour  of  the 
Defendants,  Lord  EUenboraugh^  in  Wigan  v.  Fowler, 
said,  "  It  was  the  manifest  object  of  the  legislature  in 
framing  this  act  (a)  to  protect  the  Bank  of  England 
against  rival  banks.  If  a  commercial  partnership  be 
made  a  mere  colour  for  the  issue  of  notes,  I  agree  that 
the  case  would  fall  within  the  prohibition  of  the  statute." 
It  appears  from  this  observation  that  Lord  EUenborough 
would  have  considered  any  interference  with  the  exclu- 
sive privil^es  of  the  Bank  of  England  as  a  bank  of  issue, 
by  more  than  six  copartners,  whether  in  a  banking  or 
commercial  establishment,  unlawful ;  and  the  question, 
whether  there  was  or  was  not  such  interference,  would 
in  every  case  depend  upon  the  number  of  the  copartners, 
the  shortness  of  the  date  for  which  the  bill  was  drawn, 
and  the  circumstances  of  the  particular  transaction. 
The  opinion  expressed  by  Lord  EUenborough  even 
with  these  limitations  was  not  followed  by  the  Court  in 
BroygAton  v.  The  Manchester  Waterworks  Company,  a 
case  solemnly  argued  upon  demurrer.  The  decision  in 
that  case  remains  unshaken  by  any  'case  where  the 
epbioD  of  the  Court  has  been  pronounced  upon  equal 
deliberation.  The  authority  cannot  be  affected  by  Per" 
ring  V.  Dimston^  another  case  at  Nisi  Prius  /  and  the 
alluaion  which  is  made  to  it  by  Chief  Justice  Best  in 
that  case  shews  that  he  had  not  an  accurate  recollection 
of  the  ground  upon  which  it  was  decided.  Chief  Justice 
Best  said,  ♦*  The  case  of  Broughton  v.  The  Manchester 

Waterworks 
(«)  15  G,  8.  c.  15* 

Vol.  IL  Ff 
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18S7.       law  and  can  be  sustained.     I  believe  it  is  the  desire 
Ilie^nkof   ^^  ^^  parties  to  obtain  the  opinion  of  the  highest  tri- 
EvGLAND      bunal  in  the  country  on  the  construction  of  the  Bank 
ANDERtoN.     ^^^  ^^^  ^*^  whatever  the  decision  of  this  Court  may 
be,  the  case  will  be  carried  to  the  House  of  Lords.     If 
this  Court  grant  the  injunction,  it  will  grant  it  upon 
such  terms  as  it  may  think  proper  to  impose ;  but  the 
Bank  makes  no  abandonment  of  its  privileges,  which  it 
claims  to  the  fullest  extent  to  which  by  law  it  may  be 
found  entitled*     We  shall  be  content  with  taking  an 
injunction  against  the  Lofidon  and  Westminster  Company, 
not .  in  their  character  of  traders  generally,   but   as 
bankers ;  but  we  do  not  abandon  our  right  of  maintain- 
ing the  privileges  of  the  Bank,  if  they  shall  be  violated 
by  any  number  of  persons  exceeding  six,  engaged  in 
any  trade  whatsoever.     The  main  question  in  this  case 
is  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  bill "  in  the  act  6  Ann. 
We  submit  that,  as  well  upon  the  natural  construction 
of  the  word,  as  upon  contemporaneous  acts  of  parlia- 
ments, and  particularly  the  East  India  Act,  where  it  is 
used  synonymously  widi  bill  of  exchange,  the  word 
«  bill  '*  in  the  6th  of  Anne  includes  bills  of  exchange. 
Next  we  submit  that  if  bilk  of  exchange  were  not  within 
the  immediate  contemplation  of  the  legislature  in  enact- 
ing the  prohibitory  clause  —  nay,  if  bills  of  exchange 
had  even  been  unknown  at  that  time,  and  had  only  been 
made  instruments  of  commercial  circulation  since  the 
passing  of  tlie  prohibitory  clause,  they  are  within  the 
mischief  intended  to  be  provided  against,  and,  being 
within  the  mischief,  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  parliament 
will  extend  itself  and  rise  up  to  meet  the  mischief.    We 
ask,  therefore,  for  the  protection  to  which  the  Bank  is 
entitled,  and  for  the  means  of  maintaining,  by  the  inter- 
position of  this  Court,  privileges  which  the  legislature 
has  by  repeated  enactments  conferred  upon  the  Bank, — 
privileges  in  which  undoubtedly  the  Bank  has  a  deep 

interest. 
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interest,  because  the  public  has  a  much  deeper  interest 
in  their  preservation. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  at  the  close  of  the  argu* 
ment,  said  he  should  take  some  time  to  consider  his 
j  udgment;  and,  after  the  intimation  at  the  bar  thatt 
whatever  might  be  the  result  of  the  present  application, 
it  was  the  desire  of  both  parties  to  bring  this  question  as 
speedily  as  possible  before  the  highest  tribunal  in  the 
country,  his  Lordship,  considering  the  great  importance 
of  the  question,  and  the  inconveniences  which  might 
arise  from  leaving  it  in  doubt,  would  himself,  as  soon 
as  the  petition  of  appeal  should  be  presented  to  the 
House  of  Lords,  respectfully  request  the  House  to  give 
the  case  a  hearing  at  the  earliest  time  that  could  con« 
veniently  be  appointed. 


18S7. 


The  Bank  of 
Emoland 

Anokbson. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  case  comes  before  me  upon  a  motion  made  by 
the  Plaintiffs  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defend- 
ants, acting  on  behalf  of  the  London  and  Westminster 
Bank,  from  accepting  any  bill  of  exchange  or  promis- 
sory note  payable  at  a  less  time  than  six  months  from 
the  date  thereof;  and  from  in  any  other  manner  borrow- 
ing, owing,  or  taking  up  in  England  any  sum  of  money 
on  the  bills  or  notes  of  the  said  company,  payable  on 
demand,  or  at  any  time  less  than  six  months  from  the 
borrowing  thereof. 

Notice  of  this  motion  was  first  given  in  July  1835 :  it 
came  on  to  be  heard  before  me  in  March  1836,  and  it 
then  appeared  that  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank 
was  established  under  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  7  G.4. 
c.  46.  and  3  &  4  7fl  4.  c.  98. ;  and  that,  on  the  21st  day 

FfS  of 


April  19. 
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1837.       of  jR?6ni8iy  1835|  Mr.  George  Frederick  Musketty  who 
-«^!y^^  carried  on  business  as  a  banker  at  St.  Albatis*  under  the 

i,  nC  08XIK  ot 

Enolamd     firm  of  the  "  Bank  of  St  Albans"  by  Henry  Edwards^ 
.     ^*  his  clerk,  drew  on  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank  a 

bill  of  exchange  for  252.,  payable  to  the  order  of  Mr.  Bo^ 
bertson^  twenty-one  days  after  date;  and  that  this  bill, 
drawn  at  St.AIbanSj  and  payable  at  a  time  less  than  six 
months  from  the  date  thereof,  was  on  the  2Sdl  day  of 
February  1835,  presented  to  the  London  and  West- 
minster Bank  for  acceptance  in  London^  and  was  by 
order  of  the  directors  thereof  accepted. 

It  was  alleged  on  behalf  of  the  Bank  of  England^ 
that,  regard  being  had  to  the  provisions  of  the  act 
3  &  4  fFI  4.  c.  98.,  and  the  other  acts  passed  and  in 
force  respecting  the  Bank  of  England^  this  acceptance 
was  not  lawful,  and  the  Bank  of  England^  claiming  the 
protection  of  this  Court  against  the  alleged  violation  of 
their  rights,  prayed  for  the  injunction. 

It  appearing,  from  the  statement  and  arguments  of 
the  counsel  for  the  Plaintiffs,  that  the  legality  of  the 
acceptance  in  question  depended  upon  the  legal  con- 
struction of  an  act  of  parliament,  or  of  several  acts  of 
parliament,  and  that  the  question  was  of  such  a  nature, 
and  the  determination  of  it  of  such  great  importance, 
that  a  satisfactory  result  could  scarcely  be  hoped  for,  if 
the  decision  were  made  without  the  assistance  of  a  Court 
of  Common  Law,  it  was  suggested  by  me  that  a  case 
should  be  stated  for  the  opinion  of  a  Court  of  Common 
Law,  and  that  the  motion  should  stand  over  till  that 
opinion  was  obtained. 

That  suggestion  was  not  willingly  acquiesced  in  by 
the  Plaintiffs ;  and  the  Defendants  intimated  that  in  their 
view  the  legal  question  ought  rather  to  be  determined  in 
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an  action  thaii  upon  a  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  a       1887* 
Court;  but  it  was  not  then  suggested  that  an  injunction    JJj^^^^^f 
might  not  be  proper,  if  the  acceptance  were  determined      EyaLAiio 
not  to  be  lawful ;  and,  in  that  state  of  things,  a  case 
(which  was  settled  between  the  parties  themselves)  was 
directed  to  be  made  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Law. 

The  learned  judges  of  that  Court  have  returned  their 
certificate,  and  in  doing  so  have  departed  from  a  prac- 
tice which  has  long  prevailed,  and  in  this  Court  has 
been  always  regretted,  of  returning  their  certificate  with^* 
out  reasons.  They  have  my  respectful  thanks  for  the 
course  which  on  this  occasion  they  have  been  pleased  to 
pursue. 

They  have  stated  it  to  be  their  opbion  that,  regard 
being  had  to  the  various  statutes  which  relate  to  the 
Bank  of  Englandf  a  co-partnership  consisting  of  more 
than  six  persons  carrying  on  the  trade  or  business  of 
bankers  within  the  distance  of  65  miles  from  London^ 
cannot,  by  law,  in  the  course  of  such  trade  or  business 
as  bankers,  accept  a  bill  of  exchange  payable  at  less 
than  six  months  from  the  time  of  giving  such  accep- 
tance; and  that  the  transaction  described  in  the  case 
(being  the  transaction  in  the  course  of  which  the  ac- 
ceptance mentioned  in  the  question  was  given)  appeared 
to  them  to  be  in  its  nature  a  banking  transaction,  and 
that  the  acceptance  was  given  iu  the  course  of  the  De- 
fendants' trade  or  business  of  bankers — and  the  certi- 
ficate is  that  the  acceptance  mentioned  in  the  case  was 
not  lawful. 

Upon  that  certificate  the  motion  originally  made  in 

this  Court  was  renewed,  and  on  the  hearing  of  the 

renewed  motion,  the  Defendants  have  thought  fit,  as 

Ff  4  they 
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1857.       they  had  an  undoubted  right  to  do^  to  argue  the  whole 

fT^!^^^^f  c^6  as  to  the  legality  of  the  acceptance,  and  the  Plain* 

Enolawi      tiffii  have  not  contented  themselves  with  the  opinion  that 

AvDuisoN.     ^^^  acceptance  is  illegal  as  having  been  made  in  the 

course  of  a  banking  business,  but  have  argued,  as  on 

their  part  they  had  a  right  to  do,  that  the  acceptance 

would  have  been  illegal  as  having  been  made  on  the 

behalf  of  more  than  six  persons  in  partnership  together^ 

even  if  not  made  in  the  course  of  a  banking  business, 

and  they  ask  for  an  injunction  founded  on  that  more 

extended  claim. 

Upon  a  careful  perusal  of  the  pleadings  in  this  case,  and 
having  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  rights  claimed  by  the 
Bank  of  Englandj  and  to  the  consequences  likely  to 
ensue  from  a  violation  of  those  rights,  if  they  exist,  I  am 
of  opinion  that,  if  the  acceptance  be  illegal,  the  Plain- 
tiffs are  entitled  to  be  protected  by  injunction  against 
a  repetition  of  such  illegal  acts ;  but  that,  if  the  illegality 
depend  not  merely  on  the  fact  of  acceptance,  but,  to 
some  extent,  upon  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  or  of 
the  circumstances  in  the  course  of  which  the  acceptance 
was  given,  the  injunction  ought  not  to  extend  to  all 
acceptances  upon  which  the  London  and  WestminsUr 
Bank  may  owe  money,  but  only  to  such  acceptances  as 
are  made  or  given  in  the  course  of  the  transactions,  or 
under  the  circumstances  upon  which  the  illegality  is  to 
some  extent  dependant.  The  last  act  of  parliament, 
affecting  the  privileges  of  the  Bank  of  England^  is  the 
S  &  4  ^.  4<.  c,  98,  and  it  is  upon  the  construction  of  this 
act  that  the  Plaintiffs  principally  rely.  They  say  that, 
according  to  the  true  construction  of  this  act,  a  partner- 
ship in  London^  consisting  of  more  than  six  persons,  can- 
not legally  accept  a  bill  of  exchange  payable  on  demand, 
or  at  any  less  time  than  six  months  from  the  time  of  the 
acceptance  thereof. 

The 
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The  act^  after  reciting  two  former  statutes,  39  &  18S7« 
40  G.  S.  c.  28.,  and  7  G.  4-  r.46.,  and  enacting  that  the  ^^^^^^^T^f 
Bank  of  England  shall  have  such  exclusive  right  of  Enolajid 
banking  as  therein  mentioned,  provides  that,  during  the  AngnaoM 
continuance  of  the  privilege  thereby  given,  no  body 
politic  or  corporate,  and  no  society,  or  company,  or 
persons  united  or  to  be  united  in  covenants  or  partner- 
ship, exceeding  six  persons,  shall  make  or  issue  in 
London  any  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note,  or 
engagement  for  the  payment  of  money  on  demand,  or 
upon  which  any  person  holding  the  same  may  obtain 
payment  on  demand,  provided,  however,  that  nothing 
therein  contained  was  to  prevent  any  body  politic  or 
corporate,  or  any  society,  or  company,  or  incorporated 
company,  or][corporation,  or  copartnership  carrying  on 
and  transacting  banking  business  at  any  greater  distance 
than  sixty-five  miles  from  London^  and  not  having  any 
house  of  business  or  establishment  as  bankers  in  London 
or  within  sixty*five  miles  thereof  (except  as  after  men* 
tinned),  to  make  and  issue  their  bills  or  notes,  payable 
on  demand  or  otherwise,  at  the  place  at  which  the  same 
shall  be  issued,  being  more  than  sixty*five  miles  from 
London^  and  also  in  London^  and  to  have  an  agent  or 
agents  in  London^  or  at  any  oth'er  place  in  which  such 
bills  or  notes  shall  be  made  payable  for  the  purpose  of 
payment  only ;  but  no  such  bill  or  note  shall  be  for  any 
less  sum  than  5/*,  or  be  reissued  in  London^  or  within 
sixty-five  miles  thereof. 

It  will  be  observed  that  this  (which  is  the  second 
section  of  the  act),  after  first  speaking  of  the  bills  of 
exchange  and  promissory  notes,  which  are  not  to  be 
made  or  issued  by  partnerships  of  more  than  six  per- 
sons, says  afterwards  that  such  partnerships,  at  a  greater 
distance  than  six^-five  miles  from  London^  may  make 
and  issue  their  bills  or  notes,  payable  on  demand,  &c. ; 

and 
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and  speaks  of  such  bills  or  notes,  &&,  in  terms  ivhich 
make  it  appear  that,  by  the  words  *<  bills  and  notes,*  it 

'englamiT'   is  meant  to  describe  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory 

.     ^'  notes. 

AHDnSOM. 

The  third  section  is  that  upon  whidi  the  question  m 
this  case  principally  depends.  It  is  thus  expressed, 
*'  And  whereas  the  intention  of  this  act  is  that  the  Go- 
vernor and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England  should, 
during  the  period  stated  in  this  act  (subject  nevertheless 
to  such  redemption  as  is  described  in  this  act),  continue 
to  hold  and  enjoy  all  the  exclusive  privileges  of  banking 
given  by  the  jiaid  recited  act  of  S9  &  40  G.  S.  c.  28.,  as 
regulated  by  the  said  recited  act  of  the  7  G.  4.  e,  46., 
or  any  prior  or  subsequent  act  or  acts  of  parliament, 
but  no  other  or  further  privilege  of  banking;  and 
whereas  doubts  have  arisen  as  to  the  construction  of 
the  said  acts,  and  as  to  the  extent  of  such  exclusive 
privilege,  and  it  is  expedient  that  all  such  doubts 
should  be  removed,  be  it  therefore  declared  and  enacted 
that  any  body  politic  or  corporate,  or  society,  or  com* 
pany,  or  partnership,  although  consisting  of  more  than 
six  persons,  may  carry  on  the  trade  or  business  of 
banking  in  London^  or  within  sixty-five  mUes  thereoi^ 
provided  that  such  body  politic  or  corporate,  or  society, 
or  company,  or  partnership  do  not  borrow,  owe,  or 
take  up  in  England  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  on  their 
bills  or  notes,  payable  on  demand  or  at  any  time  less 
than  six  months  from  the  borrowing  thereof,  dur- 
ing the  continuance  of  the  privilege  granted  by  this  act 
to  the  said  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of 
England.** 

If  we  were  to  look  no  further  than  this  act,  I  think 
that  it  could  scarcely  be  doubted  that  the  words  <*  their 
bills  or  notes,"  used  in  the  third  section  to  designate  the 

bills 
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bills  or  notes  of  the  partnerships  therein  described^        18S7. 

mean  the  same  sorts  of  bills  or  notes  of  the  like  part-  J^^^y^^- 
nerships  which  are  mentioned  in  the  second  section;     Enolamd 

viz.  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes.  ^^  ** 

There  is  nothing  in  the  language  of  the  third  section 
which  appears  to  me  to  be  opposed  to  that  conclusion* 
When  a  man  borrows  or  takes  up  money  on  his  bills  of 
eicchange^  it  is  of  every  day's  occurrence  to  do  that  by 
accepting  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  upon  him  by  the 
person  from  whom  he  borrows  and  takes  up  the  dioney. 
When  he  comes  to  owe  a  sum  of  money  on  his  bill  of 
exchange,  it  is  of  every  day's  occurrence  that  he  should 
do  so  by  accepting  a  bill  for  a  sum  which  he  had  pre- 
viously  taken  up  or  borrowed,  or  in  which  he  was 
previously  indebted ;  and  in  either  of  these  cases,  hav* 
ing  accepted  the  bill  of  exchange,  in  common  parlance 
and  upon  the  common  understanding  of  mercantile  men, 
be  owes  or  is  indebted  upon  his  bill. 

In  the  transaction  now  in  question,  the  London  and 
Westminster  Bank,  a  partnership  consisting  of  more  than 
six  persons,  were  the  London  bankers  of  Mr.  Muskett^ 
who  carried  on  his  banking  business  at  St.  Albans*  On 
the  2Sd  of  February  1835,  they  were  indebted  to  him 
to  an  amount  exceeding  25/.  I  do  not  dwell  on  the 
pecuniary  transactions  between  banker  and  customer,  it 
being  clear,  and  in  no  way  denied,  that  what  is  com- 
monly called  money  belonging  to  the  customer  in  the 
hands  of  the  banker,  in  contemplation  of  law,  means  no 
more  than  a  debt  due  from  the  banker  to  the  customer. 
In  this  state  of  things,  the  London  and  WeUminster 
Bank,  owing  more  than  25/.  to  Mr.  Musketti  he  draws 
upon  them  a  bill  of  exchange,  payable  in  twenty-one 
days,  to  the  order  of  Mr.  Robertson.  Whilst  this  bill 
was  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Muskett  or  of  Mr.  Uobertson^ 

his 
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his  payee,  without  any  knowledge  oi^  or  any  act  done 
by,  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank,  it  is  justly  said 
that  the  relation  between  that  bank  and  Mr.  Mustettp 
whose  bill  it  then  was,  continued  to  be  wholly  unaltered  ; 
but,  when  the  bill  was  presented  for  acceptance  and 
was  accepted,  what  then  became  the  relation  between 
Mr.  Muskett  and  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank  in 
reference  to  the  money  payable  on  the  bill  ?  And  what 
was  the  relation  which  arose  between  the  London  and 
Westminster  Bank  and  the  payee  or  indorsee  of  the  biU  ? 
Can  it  be  said  that  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank 
continued  indebted  to  Mr.  Muskett  in  the  same  manner 
that  they  were  indebted  to  him  before  the  acceptance ; 
or  that  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank  did  not,  after 
the  acceptance,  owe  money  on  the  bill  to  the  payee  or 
indorsee  ?  Or  that  the  bill  accepted  by  them  did  not 
constitute,  or,  at  least,  evidence  their  liability  to  pay  the 
amount  to  the  payee  or  indorsee  ?  I  conceive  that  after 
the  acceptance,  the  bill  constituted,  or  was  evidence  of, 
their  liability  to  pay  the  amount.  It  was  the  security 
they  gave  for  the  payment:  and  I  apprehend  that  an 
acceptance  given  under  such  circumstances  is,  in  or- 
dinary language,  called  the  bill  of  the  acceptors ;  and 
that  the  amount  payable  on  the  bill  is  money  owing  by 
the  acceptors,  who  are,  in  law,  the  persons  primarily 
liable  to  pay. 


And  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  use  which  is  made 
of  the  words  ^^from  the  borrowing  thereof  occasions 
any  material  difficulty.  It  is  probable  that,  in  its  first 
application  to  pecuniary  transactions,  the  word  <*  bor- 
row ''  meant  to  secure  the  repayment  of  a  sum  lent ; 
but,  however  this  may  be,  in  the  phrase  "borrow,  owe, 
or  take  up,"  I  think  that  the  words  "  owe  or  take  up," 
are  put  in  apposition  with  the  word  "  borrow  "  for  the 
purpose  of  explanation.    ^^  Owe  or  take  up  "  are  used 

as 
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as  expository  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  narrow       1837. 
construction  which  without  them  might  have  been  given   ipj^n"*^* 
to  the  word  "borrow/'  and  taking  the  word  "owe"  as     England 
part  of  the  sense  in  which  the  word  "  borrow"  is  used,     j^^j^^l^^^ 
"  from  the  time  of  borrowing,"  means  from  the  time  of 
owing  on  the  bills  or  notes  referred  to,  or,  in  the  case 
now  under  consideration,  from  the  time  of  accepting  the 
bilU. 

The  arguments  for  the  Defendants  were  distinguished 
by  great  learning  and  ability,  and  by  great  historical  re- 
search. It  was  contended  that  the  learned  judges  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  had  not  sufficiently  attended 
to  the  nature  of  a  bank,  or  to  the  difference  between 
banks  of  issue  and  banks  of  deposit ;  and  had,  conse- 
quently, applied  to  this  case  and  to  these  Defendants, 
who  carry  on  the  business  of  a  bank  of  deposit  only, 
arguments  and  reasons  which  can  properly  be  applied 
only  to  persons  carrying  on,  and  transactions  forming 
part  of  the  business  of  a  bank  of  issue;  and  further,  that 
the  acceptance  of  bills  of  exchange  is  necessarily  inci- 
dent to,  and  forms  part  of;  the  business  of  a  bank  of 
deposit ;  that  acceptance  of  bills  of  exchange  by  persons 
carrying  on  the  business  of  banks  of  deposit,  cannot 
produce  any  of  the  consequences  or  mischiefs  which  the 
Bank  acts  were  intended  to  guard  against;  and  that  they 
could  not  have  been  intended  to  be  comprised  in  the 
prohibition  of  the  statute  made  in  the  6th  year  of  Queen 
Annef  which  first  contained  the  words  under  which  the 
Bank  of  England  now  claims  protection. 

To  the  arguments  offered  in  support  of  these  positions 
I  have  given  the  best  attention  in  my  power;  but  it  does 
not  appear  to  me  that  the  judges  made  any  oversight  or 
mistake  in  their  view  of  the  nature  of  banks  or  banking 
business,  or  of  the  business  carried  on  by  the  Defendants 

at 
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1857*  at  their  banks ;  and,  though  it  may  be  that  the  business 
'^^^^  f  ^^^  ^^^^  of  deposit  cannot  be  so  conveniently  or  profit- 
ably carried  on  under  a  prohibition  to  accept  bills  of 
exchange  payable  on  demand,  or  at  very  short  dates, 
yet  it  cannot  be  correctly  said  that,  without  accepting 
such  bills  of  exchange,  the  business  of  a  bank  of  deposit 
cannot  be  carried  on  at  all  or  to  a  very  considerable 
extent.  The  legislature  appears  to  have  had  two  objects 
in  view — to  permit  banks  of  deposit  to  be  established  by 
numerous  partners  in  London^  and  at  the  same  time  to 
protect  the  Bank  of  England  and  the  general  circula- 
tion; and  if^  in  the  endeavour  to  e£fect  both  these 
objects,  the  numerous  partners  allowed  to  establish  banks 
of  deposit  in  London  have  been  forbidden  to  accept  bills 
of  exchange  payable  on  demand  or  at  short  dates,  there 
does  not  appear  to  be  any  inconsistency  in  the  enact- 
ment. It  is  no  argument  against  the  existence  of  the 
prohibition  that  the  persons,  who  are  affected  by  it,  would 
be  able  to  transact  their  business  more  conveniently  or 
profitably  without  it.  They  cannot  argue  from  the  in- 
convenience which  they  find  in  the  restriction  to  the 
non-existence  of  the  law ;  and  there  is,  I  think,  no  such 
inconsistency  or  unreasonableness  in  the  restriction  as  to 
make  it  improbable  that  the  legislature  meant  to  impose 
it  And  with  respect  to  the  consequences  against  which 
the  Bank  acts  were  intended  to  guard,  although  it  must 
be  admitted  that  the  issue  of  promissory  notes  affords  a 
more  simple  and  easy  mode  of  producing  them,  yet  it 
cannot  be  seriously  doubted  that  the  issue  of  acceptances 
of  bills  of  exchange  for  small  sums  payable  on  demand 
or  at  short  dates,  might  produce  those  consequences 
which  the  Bank  acts  contemplated  as  mischiefs,  and 
from  which  it  was  intended  to  protect  the  Bank. 


But  the  argument  most  enlarged  upon  before  me  re- 
lated to  the  effect  of  the  prohibition  as,  at  first  contained 
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in  the  statute  of  the  6th  of  Anne»     It  was  said  that  the        1 887. 

last  act,  the  S  &  4  J^  4.  c.  98,,  did  not  irive  and  was  not   JJl^'y^^^ 

.  .,  .      T^     1      ^  ^  The  Bank  of 

intended  to  give  any  new  privilege  to  the  Bank  of  Eng-     England 

land,  but  was  only  intended  to  continue  the  privilege 
conferred  by  the  former  acts,  and  that,  if  we  go  back  to 
the  first  statute  and  look  at  contemporaneous  history  for 
contemporaneous  exposition,  we  shall  find  that  the  enact- 
ment by  which  partnerships,  consisting  of  more  than  six 
persons,  were  prohibited  from  borrowing,  owing,  or 
taking  up  money  on  their  bills  or  notes  payable  on 
demand  or  at  any  time  less  than  six  months  from  the 
borrowing  thereof,  could  not  have  comprised  accep- 
tances of  bills  of  exchange. 

But  I  am  not  of  opinion  that  we  are  to  look  at  the  sta- 
tute o(Anne  and  the  circumstances  contemporaneous  with 
the  passing  of  that  act  alone,  without  regarding  the  series 
of  subsequent  acts  and  the  sense  which  has  been  put 
upon  the  words  of  the  act  in  subsequent  times.  When  we 
find  an  enactment  relating  to  a  mercantile  transaction  in 
the  year  1 707,  and  another  enactment  in  the  same  words 
in  the  year  183S,  the  proposition  that  the  words  in  the 
two  enactments  must  be  expounded  in  precisely  the  same 
manner  must  be  received  with  some  limitation.  In  the 
continual  fluctuations  which  take  place  in  the  use  of 
words  and  in  the  nature  of  mercantile  transactions,  it 
may  happen  that,  having  regard  to  the  common  use  of 
the  words  and  the  nature  of  transactions  usual  at  two 
periods  of  time  remote  from  one  another,  the  same  words 
may  have  a  rational  and  well  understood  application  to 
a  particular  sort  of  transaction  at  the  prior  period,  and 
to  a  transaction  somewhat  varying  from  the  former  at 
the  subsequent  period.  The  object  of  construction  is  to 
discover  the  intention  of  the  legislature  at  the  time  when 
the  enactment  is  made.  The  contemporaneous  exposi- 
tion, which  is  to  determine  the  rights  of  parties  at  this 

time 
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1837.        time  is  that  which  shews  the  meaning  of  the  last  statute ; 

^^^^y^^^  and,  althons^h  it  is  proper  on  many  accounts  to  consider 
The  Bank  of     ,     '  °,  n    .  ,^       ,  . 

England      the  enect  of  the  statute  of  Anne,  yet  the  object  we  have  m 

.     ^'  view  on  this  occasion  is  to  ascertain  the  effect  of  the  act 

Ande&son. 

of  the  S  Sc^  JV.  4.,  and  it  is  manifest  that  we  look  at  the 
former  acts  only  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining,  if  we  can, 
a  better  construction  of  the  latter. 

Now  the  act  3  &  4  Wi  4f.  c.  98.  recites  the  two  former 
acts  of  39  &  40  G.  3.  c.  28.  and  7  G.  4.  c.  46.  The 
39  &  40  G.  3.  has  the  same  words  upon  which  the  ques- 
tion arises,  **  It  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  body  politic 
or  corporate,  or  for  any  other  persons,  united  in  cove- 
nants or  partnerships  exceeding  the  number  of  six  per- 
sons in  England,  to  borrow,  owe,  or  take  up  any  sum  or 
sums  of  money  on  their  bills  or  notes  payable  at  demand 
or  at  any  less  time  than  six  months  from  the  borrowing 
thereof,  during  the  continuance  of  the  privilege  of  the 
Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  o(  England  " 

The  Stat  7  G.  4.  c.  46.,  after  reciting  the  next  pre* 
*  ceding  act,  then  recites  that  the  Bank  of  England  had 
consented  to  relinquish  so  much  of  their  exclusive  privi- 
lege as  prohibited  any  body  politic  or  corporate,  or  any 
number  of  persons  exceeding  six  in  England  acting  in 
co-partnership,  from  borrowing,  owing,  or  taking  up  any 
sum  or  sums  of  money  on  their  bills  or  notes  payable 
on  demand  or  at  any  less  time  than  six  months  from  the 
borrowing  thereof,  provided  that  such  body  politic  or 
corporate,  or  persons  united  in  covenants  or  partner- 
ships exceeding  the  number  of  six  persons  in  each 
partnership,  shall  have  the  whole  of  their  banking  esta- 
blishment and  carry  on  their  business  as  bankers  at  any 
place  or  places  in  England  exceeding  the  distance  of  65 
miles  from  Lmidon;  and  that  all  the  individuals,  compos- 
ing such  corporations  or  co-partnerships,  carrying  on 

such 
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such  business  shall  be  liable  to  or  responsible  for  the  due       1887. 
payment  of  all  bills  and  notes  issued  by  such  corporations)   r^'n^^  f 
and  co-partnerships   respectively.     The  act  then  pro-      England 
ceeded  to  authorise  corporations  and  partnerships  consist-    Andebson. 
ing  of  more  than  six  persons  to  carry  on  the  trade  or 
business  of  bankers  at  places,  exceeding  the  distance  of 
65  miles  from  Londofif  on  the  terms  and  conditions  therein 
mentioned ;  and,  at  the  places  where  they  were  to  carry 
on  the  business,  it  was  made  lawful  for  them  to  make 
and  issue  their  bills  or  notes  payable  on  demand,  and  to 
borrow,  owe,  and  take  up  any  sum  or  sums  of  money 
on  their  bills  or  notes,  so  made  and  issued;  and  all 
members  of  the  corporation  or  partnership  were  made  lia- 
ble for  the  due  payment  of  all  bills  and  notes  which  should 
be  issued,  and  for  all  sums  of  money  which  should  be 
borrowed,  owed,  or  taken  up  by  the  corporation  or  co- 
partnership of  which  the  person  should  be  a  member  at 
the  date  of  the  bills  or  notes,  or  become  so  before  the 
time  of  the  bills  or  notes  being  payable,  or  whibt  any 
money  was  due  or  unpaid  on  the  bills  or  notes. 

The  second  section  authorised  such  corporations  or  co- 
partnerships to  draw  bills  of  exchange  for  sums  amount- 
ing to  50/.  and  upwards,  payable  in  London^  or  elsewhere, 
at  any  period  after  date  or  afler  sight;  but  prohibited 
them  from  issuing  or  re-issuing  in  Londouy  or  within  65 
miles  from  London^  any  bill  or  note  of  such  corporation 
or  co-partnership  payable  to  bearer  on  demand,  or  any 
Bank-post  bill,  or  to  draw  on  any  partner  or  agent  or 
other  person  in  London^  or  within  65  miles  from  Ijondon^ 
any  bill  of  exchange  payable  on  demand,  or  for  a  less 
sum  than  5QL 

The  third  section  provides  that  nothing  therein  con- 
tained shall  authorise  any  corporation  or  co-partnership 
consisting  of  more  than  six  persons,  carrying  on  the 

Vol.  II.  G  g  buamess 
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1897.  busineis  of  bankersf  or  any  member  or  agent  of  any  snob 
Jl^^Jl^J^^  corporation  or  co-partnership,  to  borrow  or  take  up  in 
Emolams  London^  or  at  any  place  not  exceeding  the  distance  of 
Amjdjumoit*  ^^  vd\\9&  from  London^  any  sam  of  money  on  any  bill  or 
promissory  note  of  any  such  corporation  or  co-partner- 
ship payable  on  demand,  or  at  any  time  less  than  six 
months  from  the  borrowing  thereof;  nor  to  make  or  issue 
any  bill  or  bills  of  exchange,  or  promissory  note  or 
notes,  of  such  corporation  or  co-partnership,  contrary  to 
the  provisions  of  the  89  &  40  G.  3.,  save  as  provided  by 
this  act  in  that  behalf;  provided  also,  that  nothing  therein 
contained  should  extend  to  prevent  any  such  corporation 
or  co-partnership,  by  any  agent  or  person  authorised  by 
them,  from  discounting  in  London  or  elsewhere  any  bill 
or  bills  of  exchange  not  drawn  by  or  upon  such  corpo* 
ration  or  co-partnership,  or  by  or  upon  any  person  on 
their  behalf. 

The  nineteenth  section  of  the  same  act  imposes  a  pen« 
alty  upon  any  violation  of  the  prohibition  contained  in 
the  second  and  third  sections,  and  assumes,  as  the  third 
section  does,  that  making  or  issuing  bills  of  exchange  or 
promissory  notes  might  be  contrary  to  the  provisions  of 
the  89  &  40  G.  8. 


There  is,  therefore,  nothing  in  this  act  to  throw  any 
doubt  upon  the  meaning  of  the  words  <^  borrow,  owe,  or 
take  up,  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  on  their  bills  or 
notes  payable  on  demand,  or  at  any  time  less  than  six 
months  from  the  borrowing  thereof."  The  same  words 
are  found  in  the  39  &  40  G.  3.  c.  28.,  and  in  the  sUt. 
3  &  4  ?r.  4.  c.  98 ;  and  with  reference  to  the  words,  as 
conUined  in  the  39  &  40  G.  3.  c.  28,  the  provisions  of 
the  7  G.  4,  are  enacted,  and  by  those  provisions  it 
appears  that,  when  that  act  was  passed,  the  legislature 
considered  that  acceptances,  made  by  a  partnership 

carrying 
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carrying  on  busbess  as  bankers,  were  within  the  meaning  1 8 S7* 
of  the  words.  It  was  thought  necessary  to  give  leave  to  rj^J^p^"^^^ 
draw  bills  of  exchange  for  50L  on  an  agent  in  Loridoti^  Bholamo 
and  to  provide  that  the  corporations  or  partnerships  kw^mmag 
should  not  make  or  issue  bills  of  exhange  contrary  to  the 
provisions  of  the  S9  &  40  G.S.^  save  as  the  act  authorised; 
and  lest  this  general  prohibition  should  prevent  the 
discounting  in  London  of  bills  drawn  by  or  upon  other 
persons,  a  special  proviso  to  prevent  that  consequence 
was  introduced.  It  is  argued  that,  upon  the  true  con« 
struction  of  the  89  &  40  G.  8.,  the  acceptance  of  bills  of 
exchange  by  a  banking  company  consisting  of  more 
than  six  persons,  was  not  prohibited;  that  the  effect 
attributed  to  that  act  in  the  7  G.  4.  was  erroneous,  and 
that  such  an  erroneous  attribution  could  not  make  a  new 
law;  and  that,  from  the  expressions  contained  in  the 
schedule,  it  ought  not  to  be  inferred  that  the  acceptance 
and  delivery  of  a  bill  was  considered  to  be  an  issuing  of 
such  bilL  But  what  we  are  endeavouring  to  do  is  to 
discover  the  true  intention  and  effect  of  the  words  con- 
tained in  the  act  8  &4  H^  4.;  and,  upon  a  consideration 
of  the  Stat  7  G.  4.,  I  find  nothing  from  which  I  think 
I  ought  to  infer  that  the  words  of  the  8  8c  4  W.  4.  ought 
not  to  be  construed  according  to  that  which  appears  to 
me  to  be  their  more  obvious  meaning  and  effect  at  this 
time.  And  when  it  is  observed  that,  at  the  time  when 
the  7  G.  4.  was  passed,  the  legislature  considered  that 
the  words  in  question  did  comprise  acceptances  of  bills 
of  exchange,  and  that  the  enactment  of  the  stat.  8  &  4 
W*  4.  r.  98  was  a  re-enactment  in  the  same  words,  made 
for  the  purpose  of  removing  doubts  as  to  the  situation 
of  the  persons  who  are  enabled  to  establish  banks  of 
deposit  under  the  7  G.  4.,  it  seems  scarcely  reasonable  to 
suppose  that,  when  the  act  8  &  4  W.  4.  c.  98  was 
passed,  the  legislature  did  not  mean  the  same  words  to 
Gg  2  have 
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18S7«       bave  the  same  effect  which  was  attributed  to  them  by 

y'y^^  the7G,4. 
The  Bank  of 

Enolano 

.     *•  It  is  said,  however,  that,  if  we  go  back  to  the  origin 

of  this  enactment  we  shall  find  that,  before  the  statute  of 
Anne  was  passed,  corporations  were  in  the  habit  of 
raising  or  projecting  to  raise  capital  by  borrowing  or 
taking  up  money  on  their  sealed  bills  —  sealed  bills  of 
credit,  or  of  debt  or  charge,  and  that  partnerships,  not 
being  corporations,  might  have .  made  such  sealed  bills 
by  actually  affixing  the  seals  of  all  the  members. to  such 
bills,  or  to  powers  of  attorney  enabling  their  officers  to 
seal  such  bills  on  their  behalf;  and,  because  such  things 
were  or  might  have  been — because  the  borrowing  money 
by  partnerships  of  more  than  six  persons  on  sealed  bills 
payable  on  demand  was  forbidden  under  the  words  of 
the  statute  of  Anne^  it  is  argued  that  the  borrowing 
money  by  such  partnerships  on  any  other  bills  payable 
on  demand  was  not  forbidden  either,  by  that  statute  or 
any  other  of  the  similar  enactments  passed  in  sub- 
sequent times,  since  sealed  bills  have  ceased  to  be  in 
use,  and  the  word  **  bills''  in  the  enactment  could  have 
no  application  at  all,  if  it  were  not  applicable  to  bills 
which  were  not  sealed  bills ;  and  it  is  further  argued  that 
acceptances  of  bills  of  exchange  could  not  have  been 
meant  to  be  comprised  in  an  expression  so  strange, 
uncertain,  ambiguous,  and  inapt  for  the.  purpose.  I 
wish  that  acts  of  parliament  were  generally  expressed  in 
a  manner  so  clear,  certain,  and  unambiguous,  as  to 
make  this  argument  more  cogent  than  I  can  consider  it 
to  be.  We  are  to  give  the  best  construction  we  can  to 
the  words  as  we  find  them;  not  to  reject  words,  be- 
cause they  create  a  difficulty,  nor  to  strain  them  to  a 
sense  they  will  not  properly  bear.  And  looking  at  the 
words  of  the  statute  of  Anne  with  the  light  afforded  by 

the 
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the  contemporaneous,  history  which  the  Defendants  have  1 887. 
brought  to  bear  upon  them,  and  considering  the  same  xheBank  f 
words  with  reference  to  the  several  acts  of  parliament,  England 
nearly  contemporaneous,  which  have  been  cited,  it  ap-  Andwisok. 
pears  to  me,  for  the  reasons  stated  by  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  and  which  I  need  not  repeat,  that  the 
expression  of  ^^  bills  and  notes  "  in  the  statute  of  Anne^ 
may  with  more  propriety  of  construction  be  held  to 
comprise  bills  of  exchange,  than  be  confined  to  bills 
under  seal ;  and  supposing  this  to  be  attended  with  more 
doubt  than  it  appears  to  me  to  be,  though  I  do  not 
think  it  free  from  doubt,  yet  considering  the  avowed 
object  and  purpose  of  the  enactment — the  obvious  means 
by  which  that  object  might  be  defeated — the  plain  inten- 
tion of  the  legislature  to  prevent  the  employment  of 
such  means  —  the  understanding  which  has  at  all  times 
prev£uled  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  enactment,  and  the 
repeated  re-enactment  of  the  same  clause  in  the  same 
words  in  subsequent  times,  when  it  was  clear,  that  unless 
the  word  ^*  bills  "  comprised  bill  transactions  of  the  na- 
ture of  that  now  in  question,  it  would  have  no  effect  at 
all  that  was  not  delusive,  I  cannot  avoid  concluding 
that,  upon  the  true  construction  of  all  the  acts,  they  do 
prohibit  bankers  in  partnerships  of  more  than  six  per- 
sons from  borrowing,  owing,  or  taking  up  money,  in  the 
course  of  their  banking  business,  on  their  acceptance  of 
bills  of  exchange  payable  on  demand,  or  at  less  time 
than  six  months  from  the  acceptance  thereof* 

I,  therefore,  concur  in  the  opinion  given  by  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas.  It  is  truly  observed  upon  it,  that  it 
does  not  decide  many  most  important  questions  respect- 
ing bills  of  exchange,  which  may  or  may  not  be  accepted 
by  persons  carrying  on  the  business  of  banks  of  deposit. 
There  are,  indeed,  many  such  questions  which  cannot 
be  decided  on  this  motion ;  some  perhaps  which  are 
Gg  S  more 
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18S7*      more  fit  for  settlement  by  the  legislature  than  by  oourta 

^^^'u^c  ^f  justice,  which  can  only  proceed  upon  the  particular 

Ekolamd     facts  appearing  in  the  particular  cases  which  come 

Akoebbok*    ^^^^^  them   for  decision.      If  the  law  applicable  to 

those  &cts  can  be  ascertained,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 

courts   to  make  the  application,  notwithstanding  the 

suggestion  of  other  cases  which  may  create  difficulty, 

and  notwithstanding  that  some  embarrassments  may 

arise  from  its  application  to  the  particular  cases  before 

them. 

Thinking  it  not  lawful  for  the  Londofi  and  Weshninsier 
Bank,  in  the  course  of  their  business  as  bankers,  and  as 
part  of  their  banking  business,  to  accept  bills  of  ex- 
change, payable  on  demand,  or  at  less  time  than  six 
months  from  the  acceptance  thereof;  and  finding  that  an 
act  of  that  sort  has  been  done,  and  that  the  Defendants 
claim  to  be  entitled  to  make  such  acceptances,  as  part 
of  their  business  as  bankers,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
Flaintifis  are  entitled  to  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
Defendants  from  repeating  such  acts. 

It  is  another  question,  whether  the  Flaintifis  are  enti- 
tled to  the  more  extensive  injunction  which  they  claim 
by  their  notice  of  motion,  and  which  they  have  insisted 
on  at  the  bar.  Upon  perusal  of  the  Bank  Acts,  I 
think  that  the  object  of  the  legislature  was,  from  time  to 
time,  to  impose  restrictions  on  persons  carrying  on  the 
business  of  bankers ;  and,  on  the  present  occasion,  I  do 
not  think  it  necessary  to  give  any  opinion  whether  the 
words  which  have  been  used  are  or  are  not  extensive 
enough  to  apply  to  transactions,  not  the  transactions  of 
bankers,  or  of  bankers  in  the  course  of  their  banking 
business.  That  may  be  a  question  to  be  hereafter  de- 
termined ;  but  at  present  no  such  transaction  appears  to 
have  taken  place,  and  I  do  not  think  that,  upon  such  a 

motion 
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motion  as  this,  I  ought  to  make  the  injunction  more  ex- 
tensive than  the  facts  which  have  occured  appear  to  me 
to  make  it  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  Plaintiffi;. 

And  I  therefore  order  that  an  injunction  be  awarded 
to  restrain  the  Defendants,  their  agents,  derks,  and  ser- 
vants, acting  for  or  on  behalf  of  the  company  or  partner- 
ship, called  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank,  in  the 
course  of  their  trade  or  business  as  bankers,  from  ao« 
cepting  or  causing  to  be  accepted,  any  bills  or  bill  of 
exchange,  payable  on  demand,  or  at  any  time  less  than 
sue  months  from  the  time  of  the  acceptance  thereof. 


MS 


J837. 


The  Bank  of 
Ekglamo 

AjIDttlOK. 


A  petition  of  appeal  was  presented  to  the  House  of 
Lords,  but  was  not  prosecuted,  the  Defendants  ac- 
quiescing in  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


Gg4t 
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Jme  3. 6.  HOLE  V.  ESCOTT. 

Aug.  5. 

J.,  by  his  mar-  TIY  an  indenture  dated  the  8th  of  October,  1804,  and 
mrat,  con-  "^  made,  on  the  marriage  ofHugh  Escott  and  Margaret 
veyed  his  real  hjs  p^jfe^  between  Hugh  Escott  of  the  first  part ;  Margaret 
trustees  and  Dods^  afterwards  his  wife,  of  the  second  part;  James 
th^uM*^'  *^  Newton  and  WiUiam  Leigh  of  the  third  part ;  and  Thomas 
himself  for  Escott  and  George  Henry  Leigh  of  the  fourth  part, 
mainder  tcT  Ht^h  Escott  conveyed  the  real  estates  therein  described 
the  same  tnis-  to  James  Newton  and  William  Leigh  and  their  heirs,  af- 
sem  con-  ^r  ^he  solemnization  of  the  marriage,  to  the  use  of  ^ugh 
tingent  uses;  Escott  and  his  assigns  for  his  life,  without  impeachment 
death  of  J.  to  of  waste,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  same  trustees 
fwlMm^?  during  the  life  of  Hugh  Escott,  in  trust,  to  preserve  the 
years, to se-  contingent  uses  and  estates  thereinafter  limited;  and 
fX^SS"'  after  the  death  of  Hugh  Escott,  to  the  use  and  intent 
with  re-  that  the  wife  might  receive  and  take  an  annual  rent- 

the  use  of  such  charge  of  50L  during  her  life,  and  subject  thereto,  to 


children  of  the  (^^  ^sg  of  Thomas  Escott  and  George  Henry  LetnL  their 
mamageas  j    .   .  .    .  j         •  r  \  r 

the  husband     executors,  admmistrators,   and  assigns,  tor  a  term  of 

*"^tr^and'      ^^^  years,  to  commence  on  the  death  of  Hugh  Escott, 

m  default  of  a  upon   the  trusts  thereinafter   declared  concerning  the 

joint  appoint- 

ment,  the  sur-  same, 

▼ivor  of  them 

should  appoint,  with  remainder,  in  default  of  any  appointment,  to  all  and  every 

the  sons  and  daughters  of  the  marriage  living  at  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the 

husband  and  wife,  and' the  children  (also  living  at  such  period,}  of  such  sons  and 

daughters  as  should  be  then  dead,  in  equal  shares,  as  tenants  in  common,  with 

remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of  the  settlor. 

A.  became  bankrupt  before  he  had  made  any  appointment  After  his  bankruptcy 
he  and  his  wife  executed  a  deed,  purporting  to  be  a  joint  appointment,  and,  after 
Uie  death  of  the  bankrupt,  and  subsequently  to  the  filing  of  the  bill,  his  widow  ex- 
ecuted a  deed,  purporting  to  be  an  appointment  to  toe  same  children  in  whose 
favour  the  joint  appointment  had  been  made. 

Held,  that  the  joint  power  was  destroyed  by  the  bankruptcy,  and  that,  the  con- 
tingent limitation  to  the  children  in  default  of  appointment  having  failed  for  want 
of  a  particular  estate  of  freehold  to  support  it,  the  appointment  by  the  surviving 
wife  was  invalid. 
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same,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  such. child  and 
children  of  the  marriage  for  such  estates,  and  in  such 
shares,  and  in  such  manner,  and  form,  and  with,  under, 
and  subject  to  such  provisos,  conditions,  restrictions, 
and  limitations  over,  such  limitations  over  to  be  for  the 
benefit  of  some  or  one  of  the  children  of  the  marriage, 
as  the  husband  and  wife  at  any  time  or  times  during 
their  joint  lives,  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  instrument  or 
instruments  in  writing,  with  or  without  power  of  re* 
vocation,  in  manner  therein  mentioned,  should  direct 
or  appoint;  and  in  default  of  any  such  direction  or  ap- 
pointment, and  until  such  estate  and  estates  so  directed 
or  appointed  should  respectively  commence  and  take 
effect,  and  after  such  estate  and  estates  so  directed,  or 
appointed,  should  respectively  end  or  determine ;  and  as 
to  such  part  or  parts  thereof,  whereof  no  such  direction, 
limitation,  or  appointment  should  be  made,  to  the  use  of 
such  child  and  children  of  the  marriage  for  such  estates, 
in  such  shares,  and  in  such  manner  and  form,  &c.  as  the 
survivor  of  the  husband  and  wife  should  by  deed  or  will, 
in  manner  therein  mentioned,  direct  or  appoint;  and  in 
default  of  such  direction  or  appointment,  to  the  use  of 
all  and  every  the  sons  and  daughters  of  the  marriage, 
living  at  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  the  husband  and 
wife^  and  all  and  every  the  child  or  children  also  living  at 
that  period  of  such  sons  and  daughters  as  should  happen 
to  die  before  the  death  of  such  survivor,  (such  children  to 
take  per  stirpes^)  to  be  divided  equally  between  them, 
share  and  share  alike ;  and  in  default  thereof,  to  the  use 
of  the  right  heirs  of  Ht^h  Escoii,  for  ever.     And  as  to 
the  term  of  2000  years,  it  was  declared  that  the  same 
was  limited  for  better  securing  the  jointure  of  50/. 

In  the  year  1825,  Hugh  Escott  became  a  bankrupt, 
and  his  interest  under  the  settlement  was,  in  the  month  of 
June  1826,  put  up  for  sale  by  his  assignees.    The  estates 

comprised 
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183)^.  eomprlsed  in  the  settlement  were  purchased  by  Clement 
Poolef  who  died  before  any  conveyance  was  execnted, 
having  by  his  will  devised  the  purchased  estates  to  the 
Plaintiff  William  Hole,  upon  certain  trusts. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  ISth  of  jfyril  ISSl,  the 
purchased  estates,  and  all  the  interest  of  the  bankrupt 
therein,  were  conveyed  by  the  assignees  to  the  Plaintiff 
WiUiam  Hole  and  his  heirs  upon  the  trusts  of  the  will 
of  Clement  Poole. 

No  appointment  was  made  in  pursuance  of  the  power 
given  by  the  settlement  before  the  year  1625,  when  Ht^h 
Eseott  became  bankrupt;  but  on  the  S5th  of  Jl£xy,  1831, 
the  bankrupt  and  his  wife  executed  a  deed,  purporting  to 
be  a  joint  appointment  made  in  pursuance  of  the  power, 
in  favour  of  two  of  their  children,  John  Eseott  and  Jane 
Elizabeth  Eseott^  as  tenants  in  common,  in  fee,  subject 
to  a  charge  of  500/.,  for  the  benefit  of  the  other  children 
of  the  marriage. 

In  March,  1834,  Ht^h  Eseott  died,  leaving  his  wife 
surviving  him  ;  and  upon  his  death,  John  Eseott  claimed, 
in  behalf  of  himself  and  his  sister  Jane  Elizabeth  Eseott, 
to  be  entitled  to  the  property,  conveyed  to  the  PlainUff 
WiUiam  Hole,  and  entered  into  possession  of  it. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  William  Hde,  and  parties  in- 
terested under  the  will  of  Clement  Poole,  who  insisted 
that  the  appointment  by  the  bankrupt  and  his  wife  was 
void,  as  against  the  assignees  under  whom  the  Plaintiffi; 
claimed,  and  that  the  contingent  limitation  in  the  settle- 
ment to  the  children  of  the  marriage,  in  default  of  appoint- 
ment, was  void  for  want  of  a  particular  estate  of  freehold 
to  support  it;  and  the  bill  prayed  that  the  Plaintiff 
WiUiam  Hole  might  be  declared  entitled  to  an  absolute 

fee- 
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fee^siinple  in  the  property,  subject  to  the  jointure  of  ISST. 
50/.,  and  to  the  term  of  2000  years  for  securing  the 
same;  and  that,  if  necessary,  the  said  term  might  be 
set  aside,  to  enable  the  Plaintiffs  to  enforce  their  right 
at  law,  and  that  the  Defendants  might  account  for  the 
renU  and  profits  received  by  them  since  the  death  of 
Hugh  Escoii. 

After  the  filing  of  the  bill,  the  widow  executed  a  deed, 
purporting  to  be  an  appointment  in  exercise  of  the 
power,  to  the  same  children  in  whose  favour  the  joint 
power  had  been  executed. 

The  questions  in  the  cause  were,  first,  whether  the 
joint  power  of  appointment  by  the  husband  and  wife 
was  destroyed  by  the  bankruptcy  of  the  husband; 
secondly,  whether,  the  limitation  to  the  children  iMde- 
fault  of  appointment  being  contingent,  and  there  being 
no  particular  estate  of  freehold,  upon  the  death  of  the 
husband,  to  support  it,  the  separate  power  of  appoint- 
ment by  the  wife  was  capable  of  being  exercised. 

Mr.  Pembertonj  Mr.  Kindersley^  Mr.  West^  and  Mr, 
ChandlesSf  for  the  Plaintiffi. 

The  first  question  is,  whether,  the  joint  power  of 
appomtment  not  having  been  exercised  before  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  the  husband,  that  power  was  not  extinguished ; 
and  this  question  may  be  considered  as  determined  by 
the  case  of  Badham  v.  Mee  (a),  unless  it  can  be  shown 
thai  a  power  which,  if  given  to  A  alone,  would  be  ex- 
tinguished by  his  bankruptcy,  may,  if  given  to  A  and 
another  person,  be  exercised  by  them  jointly  after  the 
bankruptcy  of  A.   The  effect  of  bankruptcy  upon  powers 

vested 

(a)  7  Bffv.695.;  1  Afoore  j'lSffot/^H.;  and  1  Ifylne ^  JCeefhSS. 
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18S7«  ^  Tested  in  the  bankrupt  previously  to  his  bankruptcy  is 
a  subject  which  has  been  much  discussed,  but  which  may 
now  be*  considered  as  settled  by  legblative  interposition, 
or  by  decision.  A  power  simply  collateral,  that  is,  a 
a  power  to  be  exercised  simply  for  the  benefit  of  persons 
other  than  the  donee  of  the  power,  and  not  coupled  with 
any  interest  in  the  donee  himself,  cannot  be  extinguished 
or  released,  and  upon  such  a  power  it  is  obvious  that 
the  bankruptcy  of  the  donee  can  have  no  effect 

In  Thorpe  v.  GoodaU  (a),  Lord  Eldon  expressed  an 
opinion,  that,  as  the  law  then  stood,  a  bankrupt  could 
not  be  compelled  to  execute  for  his  creditors  a  power 
which  he  might  have  executed  for  his  own  benefit ;  and 
in  consequence  of  that  opinion  a  provision  was  intro- 
duced into  the  bankrupt  laws,  enabling  assignees  to 
execute  all  powers  vested  in  any  bankrupt,  which  he 
might  legally  execute  for  his  own  benefit.  But  where 
a  power  was  coupled  with  an  interest,  and  to  be  exercised 
for  the  benefit  of  a  limited  class  of  objects,  it  was  long  con- 
sidered a  doubtful  question  whether  it  could  be  released 
or  extinguished ;  and,  if  it  could  not  be  released  or  extin- 
guished, such  a  power  might  be  exercised  by  the  donee, 
notwithstanding  his  bankruptcy.  In  West  v.  Bemey  (6), 
and  in  Smith  v.  Death  (c),  Sir  John  Ijeach  decided,  upon 
much  consideration,  that  such  a  power  might  be  released 
or  extinguished.  The  decision  in  Smith  v.  Heath  (c),  was 
followed  by  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  in  Homer  v.  Saoann  {d)j 
and  established  the  doctrine  that  any  power,  not  simply 
collateral,  but  coupled  with  an  interest,  might  be  released 
or  extinguished  by  the  grantee.  His  decision  laid  a 
foundation  for  determining  the  question,  whether  bank- 
ruptcy would  operate  as  an  extinguishment  of  a  power 

coupled 

(a)  17  Fm.388.  (c)  S  Mad.  371. 

(6)  1  Buii.  t  Mytne,  43 1.  {d)  Turn.  ^  Ruu*  430. 
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coupled  with  an  interest  and  vested  in  the  bankrupt       1837* 
before  his  bankruptcy.     That  point  arose  in  the  case  of 
Badham  v.  Mee^  where  a  father  was  tenant  for  life,  under 
a  settlement  made  By  himself,  with  remainder  to  such 
of  his  sons  as  he  should  appoint,  subject  to  charges  for 
the  other  children,  with  remainder,  in  default  of  appoint- 
ment, to  the  sons  successively  in  tail,  with  remainder  to 
the  father  in  fee.    The  father  became  bankrupt,  and 
after  his  bankruptcy  executed  a  deed,  purporting  to  be 
an  appointment,  by  which  he  gave  to  his  eldest  son  an 
estate  in  fee.     The  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  upon  a 
case  directed  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  certified  that 
the  eldest  son  of  the  bankrupt  took  no  estate  under  the 
appointment,  but,  under  the  settlement,  took  an  estate 
tail,  expectant  upon  the  determination  of  the  life  estate 
of  the  father.    The  certificate  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  was,  after  an  elaborate  argument,  confirmed  by 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  (a)     It  may  be  said  that,  as 
the  grounds  upon  which  the  court  of  law  came  to  its 
conclusion  did  not  appear  in  the  certificate,  and  as  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  confirmed  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  upon  a  ground,  which  left  the  prin- 
cipal question,  as  to  the  destruction  of  the  power,  un« 
touched,  it  is  still  open  to  contend  that  bankruptcy  does 
not  extinguish  a  power  coupled  with  an  interest  in  the 
bankrupt.      But  where  a  life  estate  and  the  ultimate 
reversion  are  in  the  donee  of  a  power  who  becomes 
bankrupt,  which  was  the  case  iQ  Badham  v.  Mee^  as 
well  as  in  the  present  case,  any  appointment  which  the 
bankrupt  may  attempt  to  make  in  fiivour  of  his  issue 
must  derogate  from  the  reversion,  which,  by  operation 
of  law,  is  vested  in  the  assignees,  and»  as  no  man  can 
derogate  from  his  own  grant,  any  such  appointment  must 
be  bad.    If|  therefore,  he  can  make  no  valid  appoints 

ment 
(a)  iMjflne^XufitU. 
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1897.  ^^^^  under  the  power,  the  power  is  extinguished.  The 
present  case  differs  from  Badham  v.  Mee^  inasmuch  as 
the  power  giren  by  the  settlement  is  joint ;  but  if  bank- 
ruptcy extinguishes  a  power  givefn  to  the  bankrupt 
alone,  it  seems  impossible  to  contend  that  it  will  not 
render  invalid  an  appointment  attempted  to  be  made 
by  a  bankrupt  jointly  with  another  person.  Sir  Ed- 
mnrd  Sugden  (a),  in  the  last  edition  of  his  treatise  on 
Powers,  expresses  disapprobation  of  the  decision  in 
Badham  v.  Mee^  but  upon  a  ground  which  does  not 
apply  to  the  present  case.  In  Badham  ▼.  Mee  there  was 
in  the  settlement  an  intermediate  limitation,  in  default 
of  appointment,  to  the  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  be-» 
tween  the  bankrupt's  life  estate  and  his  ultimate  re* 
version ;  so  that,  if  the  power  of  selection  among  his 
children,  given  to  the  bankrupt,  were  defeated,  as  it  was 
declared  to  be  by  the  decision,  the  interest  of  the 
assignees  was  not  accelerated,  because,  if  the  eldest  son 
did  not  take  a  base  fee,  determinable  upon  the  failure 
of  the  issue  in  tail,  which  was  all  that  was  contended 
for  by  those  who  argued  for  the  validity  of  the  appoint- 
ment, he  would  still  take,  and  was  held  to  take,  as 
tenant  in  tail  under  the  settlement.  Sir  Edward  Sugden 
argues,  therefore,  that  the  bankrupt  law  ought  not  to 
be  held  to  destroy  powers  in  a  family  settlement,  where 
their  existence,  and  the  exercise  of  them,  do  not  affect 
the  rights  of  the  creditors ;  he  admits  that  the  appoint* 
ment  made  by  the  bankrupt  was  void,  as  against  the 
assignees,  but  insists  that  it  was  good  so  far  as  it  could 
be  supported  consistently  with  the  limitations  in  the  set- 
tlement to  the  issue  in  tail.  In  Badham  v.  Mee  there 
was  a  valid  limitation  prior  to  the  bankrupt's  reversion ; 
here  the  limitation  to  the  children  in  default  of  appoint- 
ment is  void  for  want  of  a  particular  estate  of  freehold  to 

support 
;(a)  ToLL  p.  so.  6th  edit 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  451 

support  it  I  and,  if  voidi  the  next  question  is,  whether       1887* 
the  separate  power  of  appointment  by  the  survivor  of 
the  husband  and  wife  was  capable  of  being  exercised. 

That  the  limitation  in  default  of  appointment  to  the 
children  and  their  issue^  living  at  the  death  of  the  sur* 
vivor  of  the  husband  and  wife,  was  a  contingent  re-* 
mainder,  is  clear ;  first,  because  it  was  limited  to  persons 
not  in  being,  and  who,  if  they  came  into  esse^  might  not 
exist  at  the  time  when  the  limitation  was  to  take  effect  \ 
secondly^  because  it  was  liable  to  fail  from  the  want  of 
a  particular  estate  to  support  it,  an  event  which  has 
actually  happened  by  the  death  of  the  husband  in  the 
life«time  of  the  wife,  to  whom  no  estate  is  given  by  the 
settlement.  This  remainder  was  void  ab  initio^  because 
it  is  limited  to  take  effect  on  the  death  of  the  survivor 
of  the  husband  and  wife;  an  event  which  might  happen 
after  the  failure  of  the  particular  estate,  which  has,  in 
fact,  failed ;  and  it  is  a  rule  that  a  contingent  remainder 
must  be  so  limited  as  to  take  effect,  if  at  all,  at  the 
moment  when  the  particular  estate  determines.  Here  it 
is  so  limited  that  it  cannot  take  effect  at  that  time.  The 
contingent  limitation  being  for  this  reason  void,  it  follows 
that  the  power  given  to  the  survivor  by  the  settlement 
cannot  be  exercised  by  the  widow.  To  try  the  validity 
of  the  estate  appointed  by  the  widow,  it  must  be  read  as 
if  it  had  been  contained  in  the  original  settlement.  As* 
suming  the  joint  appointment  to  be  bad,  the  limitations 
would  then  stand  to  the  husband  for  life,  and  four  years 
after  the  death  of  the  husband  tp  the  two  children  ap- 
pointed by  the  widow.  This  last  limitation  would  be 
clearly  bad  as  a  remainder,  and  it  cannot  operate  by 
way  of  springing  use ;  for,  if  the  husband  had  survived 
the  wife,  the  limitation  under  the  power  might  have 
taken  efiect  by  way  of  remainder ;  and  it  is  a  rule,  sub- 
ject to  no  exception,  that  where  a  limitation  may  take 

effect 


452  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

18S7.  effect  as  a  contingent  remainder,  it  shall  never  operate 
as  a  springing  use,  Purefiy  v.  Rogers  (a),  Carwardine 
y.  Carwardine  (i),  Feam^s  Contifigent  Remainders,  (c) 
A  use,  which  may  be  construed  as  a  remainder,  can- 
not be  supported  as  a  contingent  use,  though  actually 
void  in  its  creation  if  not  so  considered,  Gilbert  on  Uses 
and  Trusts*  {d) ;  and,  if  it  is  possible  to  construe  a  limit- 
ation as  a  remainder,  the  mere  improbability  that  it  will 
take  effect  as  a  remainder  will  not  take  it  out  of  the  rule. 
In  this  case  the  probabilities  that  it  would  take  efiect  as 
a  remainder  may  be  taken  to  have  been  equal. 

It  has  been  decided  by  Lord  Thirkm  that  a  joint 
appointment  cannot  be  considered  as  an  appointment 
by  the  survivor,  because,  at  the  time  of  the  appoint- 
ment, the  survivor  was  not  ascertained,  M^Adam  t. 
Ij^an{e). 

Sir  WiUiaM  Follett  and  Mr.  Griffith  Richards^  contra. 

The  first  question  is,  whether  the  joint  power  given 
by  the  settlement  to  the  husband  and  wife  was  well 
executed ;  and,  with  reference  to  that  question,  It  is  ma- 
terial to  consider  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  the 
settlement  This  was  a  settlement  made  by  the  owner 
of  the  estate,  in  contemplation  of  his  marriage,  by  which 
he  contracted  that  the  children  of  the  marriage  should 
have  the  property  at  the  death  of  their  parents^  This 
is  the  evident  intention  of  the  settlement,  to  be  collected 
from  the  deed  itself;  and  if,  by  an  accidental  omission, 
the  settlement  has  failed  to  effectuate  that  intention,  it 
may  be  reformed  by  this  Court  It  is  said  that  the 
power  is  extinguished  by  the  bankruptcy  of  the  hus- 
band. 

{a)  2  Saund,  380.  (d)  Sttgd.  edit  p.  167. 

(b)  1  Ed»  S7.  (0)  5  Bro.  C.  C.  510. 

(c)  p.ffSSfj'ie^. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  453 

band.  But  the  bankrupt  laws  do  not  affect  family  settle-  1837. 
ments,  except  so  far  as  such  settlements  provide  for  the 
interest  of  the  bankrupt ;  and  here  the  power  is  to  be 
executed,  not  for  the  benefit  of  the  bankrupt,  but  for 
his  children.  This  is  a  joint  power ;  but  supposing  it 
to  be  a  single  power,  how  is  it  destroyed  by  the  bank- 
ruptcy ?  A  bargain  and  sale  is  an  innocent  convey- 
ance: the  bargain  and  sale  of  the  commissioners, 
therefore,  would  not  destroy  it.  It  may  be  doubted 
whether  even  a  tortuous  conveyance,  such  as  fine  or 
recovery,  would  destroy  a  single  power;  it  certainly 
would  not  destroy  a  joint  power.  In  Edwards  v. 
Slater  (a),  a  tenant  for  life,  under  a  settlement,  with  re- 
mainders in  tail,  and  the  ultimate  reversion  to  the 
tenant  for  life,  bargained  and  sold  the  lands  by  deed 
enrolled,  and  took  back  a  re-conveyance  by  feofiment. 
He  had  a  power  under  the  settlement  which  he  after- 
wards exercised,  and  it  was  held  that  though  the 
bargain  and  sale  passed  away  the  life  estate  and  the 
reversion,  yet,  being  an  innocent  conveyance,  it  did  not 
affect  the  power,  or  the  estates  tail  to  which  the  power 
was  collateral.  In  Long  v.  Rankin  (i),  it  was  held  that 
the  alienation  by  the  tenant  for  life  by  lease  and  release 
vrith  a  reservation  that  a  power  of  leasing  might  be 
exercised  did  not  destroy  the  power.  But  it  is  said 
that  the  bankrupt  cannot  derogate  from  his  own  grant. 
The  right  of  the  assignees  is  founded  upon  the  seventy- 
seventh  section  of  the  6  6.  4.  c.  16.,  which  clause  was 
introduced  into  the  bankrupt  laws  in  consequence  of 
the  decision  of  Lord  Eldon  in  Thorpe  v.  Goodall.  (c) 
Under  that  provision  every  interest  of  the  bankrupt  and 
every  power  which  he  might  have  executed  for  his  own 
benefit  passes  to  the  assignees.  But  here  the  question  is, 

whether 

(a)  Hardres,  410.  (c)  17  Ves.3SS,   S.C.  lEose,40. 

{b)  Sugd.  Potven,  Append,  S. 

Vol.  II.  Hh 
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J8S7.  whether  a  power  which  by  the  bankrupts  own  solemn 
act  in  a  marriage  settlement  is  to  be  executed,  not  for 
his  own  benefit,  but  for  the  benefit  of  his  children,  can 
be  destroyed  by  the  bargain  and  sale.  The  assignees 
take  the  estate  subject  to  the  power,  and  therefore  the 
execution  of  it  is  no  derogation  from  their  interest. 
The  bargain  and  sale,  qua  conveyance,  will  not  extin- 
guish the  power :  and,  unless  there  is  an  express  pro* 
vision  in  the  bankrupt  act,  declaring  that  the  bankrupt 
shall  not  execute  the  power  after  the  bargain  and  sale, 
the  power  remains.  There  is  no  such  provision  in  the 
bankrupt  act.  The  assignees  stand  in  the  same  situa- 
tion as  an  ordinary  purchaser,  and  could  an  ordmaiy 
purchaser,  without  any  stipulation  as  to  the  exercise  of 
the  power,  prevent  the  donee  from  appointing?  These 
arguments  apply  to  the  case  of  a  separate  power ;  they 
are  much  stronger  in  the  present  case,  where  the  power 
was  to  be  exercised  by  the  bankrupt  jointly  with  his 
wife. 

This  is  a  settlement  made  for  good  consideration. 
Suppose  the  limitations  under  the  joint  appointment 
had  been  inserted  in  the  settlement,  could  the  assignees 
then  have  avoided  them  ?  They  are  now  inserted  in  pur- 
suance of  a  bargain  made  for  good  consideration  before 
the  bankruptcy.  It  is  said  that  the  bankrupt  cannot 
derogate  from  his  own  grant  If  that  argument  is  to 
prevail,  how  much  more  would  the  bankrupt's  grant  to 
the  assignees  derogate  from  his  prior  contract  in  favour 
of  his  children,  than  the  appointment  would  derogate 
from  the  grant  to  the  assignees  ? 

So  the  case  stands  upon  principle,  and  does  the  argu- 
ment for  the  destruction  of  the  power  rest  upon  any 
authority  ?  The  Bankrupt  act  is  silent  upon  the  point, 
and  the  single  decided  case  that  is  relied  upon  has  been 

universallv 
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universally  disapproved  of.     Thorpe  v.  Goodatt  shews        1837. 
that  powers  were  unaffected  by  bankruptcy  previously 
to  the  provision  in  the  statute.     In  Doe  dem.  Coleman 
V.  Britain  (a),  the  bankrupt,  previously  to  his  bank- 
ruptcy,  had  the  entire  ownership  of  the  estate  which 
was  conveyed  to  him  by  the  common  uses  to  bar  dower, 
namely,  to  himself  for  life,  remainder  to  a  trustee  during 
his  life  in  trust  for  him,  remainder  to  such  uses  as  he 
should  appoint,  remainder  to  himself  in  fee;  and  it  was 
held  that,  after  his  bankruptcy,  he  could  not  appoint 
against  his  assignees.     In  that  case  there  was  no  power 
to  be  executed  for  the  benefit  of  a  class,  or  of  children 
entitled  under  a  marriage  settlement;  but  the  whole 
interest  was  in  the  bankrupt  himself.    In  Badkam  v.  Mee 
the  argument  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  was  put 
upon  two  grounds;  first,  that  the  power  was  extinguished 
by  the  bankruptcy;  and  secondly,  that  if  not  extin- 
guished, the  estate  created  by  the  appointment,  or  tha): 
which  might  be  substituted  for  it,  would  not  have  been 
valid,  if  limited  in  the  deed  creating  the  power.     The 
Court,  without  hearing  the  argument  in  reply  on  the 
first  point,  desired  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  to  con- 
fine himself  to  the  second  point;  and  it  was  conjectured 
that  the  certificate  of  the  Court  was  founded  upon  their 
opinion  that  the  limitation,  contended  for  under  the  ap- 
pointment, would  have  been  bad  if  introduced  into  the 
settlement.     When  the  case  came  back  to  be  argued 
before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  his  Honor  noticed  this 
circumstance,  and  he  confirmed  the  certificate  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas,  not  upon  the  ground  that  the 
power  was  destroyed  by  the  bankruptcy,  but  because  he 
concurred  with  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  upon  the  other  point,  which  rendered  it  unneces- 
sary to  decide  the  general  question.    <*  It  is  conjectured," 

says 
(a)  s  d.  4*  Aid,  95. 
Hh  2 
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1857<  sAjs  Sir  John  Leach  in  his  jadgtnent  (a),  ■*froin  ad 
obsenratioti  made  by  one  of  the  Judges  in  the  course  of 
die  arguraent,  that  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  decided 
against  the  validity  of  the  appointment  upon  the  ground 
l^ftt)  by' the  execution  of  a  power,  no  estate  can  be  created 
vrtiich'#6Uld  not  haire  been  valid,  if  limited  in  the  deed 
creatiag- the  power.  If,  therefore,  it  were  admitted  that 
die  po^er  cf  appointment  continued  in  the  bankrupt 
not^tbtftanding  bis  bankruptcy,  and  that  the  appoint* 
ment  \h  fkvour  of  the  eldest  son  in  fee  might  be  con- 
strued as  an  appointment  creating  a  base  fee  only,  and 
not  prgodicing  the  remainder  which  passed  to  the  as- 
signees under  the  commission,  the  appointment  would 
nevertheless  be  void,  because  a  limitation  to  that  eflect 
would  have  been  void  in  the  original  deed  creating  the 
power,  inasmuch  as  the  rule  of  law  does  not  permit  one 
fee  to  be  limited  ader  another,  although  the  first  fee  be 
only  a  base  or  determinable  fee.  This  rule  applies  to  the 
present  case,  in  which  the  donee  has  a  particular  and  a 
general  power,  and  will  support  the  opinion  which  has 
been  formed  by  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Ple^s.  '  As  I  confirm  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
Coimnon  Pleas  upon  this  point,  it  is  unnecessary  that 
I  should  express  any  opinion  on  the  other  views  of 
the  tase  which  have  been  taken  in  the  argument  at  the 
bar.''  The  general  question,  therefore,  as  to  the  de- 
struction of  powers  by  bankruptcy  remains  untouched 
by  this,  or  any  decision.  It  is  said  that  Sir  Edward 
SugderC^  disapprobation  of  the  decision  in  Badkam  v. 
Mee  is  ooiffined  to  a  particular  part  of  the  case,  but  bis 
observations  are  genferal.  *«  There  appears  to  be  no 
ground,''  he  says,  **  for  the  doubt  suggested  as  to  the 
extinction  of  the  power.  If  such  a  power  cannot  be  exer- 
cised after  the  bankruptcy,  the  power  of  selection  is  gone, 

and 

(a)  1  M^nt  4r  Meetly  54. 
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and  in  some  cases  the  immediate  HmitatioD  over,  in  de-        I8d7« 
&ult  of  appointment,  may  be  to  strangers.   In  Badham  t.        ^T^^^''^ 
MeCf  the  knot  was  rather  cut  than  untied,  for  the  appoint-*  o. 

ment  was  to  the  eldest  son  in  fee,  and  the  limitation,  in  ^<^<>^t« 
default  of  appointment,  was  to  him  in  tail,  so  that  muck 
mischief  was  not  done  by  the  decision  in  the  particular* 
case,  however  injurious  it  may  bev  as  establishing  a  false 
principle  (a)»'  Certainly  a  more  false  and  io^ioua 
principle  cannot  be  conceived,  if  indeed  sudi  a  priDcipla 
be  established  by  Badham  v.  Mee^  than  thai  the  asn 
signee,  who  takes  a  bankrupt's  estate,  subject  to  a  power 
of  appointing  under  a  marriage  settlement  among  the 
children  of  the  marriage^  shall  be  entitled  to  say  that  the 
bankrupt  cannot  and  ought  not  to  execute  such  a  power, 
but  that  he,  the  assignee,  shall  take  the  interest  of  the 
bankrupt's  children,  as  well  as  the  interest  of  the 
bankrupt. 

If  Badham  v.  Mee  were  precisely  in  point,  and  the 
ground  of  the  decision  in  that  case  were  not  open  to 
doubt,  it  would  not  conclude  the  question  in  the  present 
case^  because  here  the  power  is  joint. .  Suppose  there 
were  four  or  five  persons  in  whom  a  testator  had  vested 
a  power  of  appointing  among  particular  objects  for  their 
benefit,  and  not  for  the  benefit  of  the  donees,  can  it  bo 
contended  that  the  bankruptcy  of  one  of  the  do«ees  who 
happened  to  have  the  ultimate  reversion  of  the  estate  to 
be  appointed  would  destroy  the  power?  The  question  is 
whether,  where  there  is  a  joint  power  of  appointment  by 
husband  and  wife  uncjier  a  marriage  settlement  among 
the  children  of  the  marriage,  and  the  husband  becomes 
bankrupt,  the  bargain  and  sale  under  the  commission  de- 
stroys the  power.    If  it  does  not,  this  bill  is  improperly 

filed. 

As 

(<i)  SugiL  Powers^  toI.!.  p.SS.  (th  edit. 
Hh  S 
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1887*  As  to  the  second  question,  if  the  separate  appointment 

by  the  surviving  wife  is  good,  the  fact  of  its  having  been 
executed  after  the  filing  of  the  bill,  cannot  alter  the 
merits,  but  can  afiect  only  the  question  of  costs.  If 
the  execution  of  the  bankrupt  was,  as  is  contended,  a 
mere  nullity,  there  is  authority  for  contending  that  her 
execution  in  his  lifetime  may  well  be  considered  as  the 
separate  appointment  of  the  survivor ;  for,  where  a  power 
is  to  be  executed  in  a  contingent  event,  it  may  be  executed 
before  the  happening  of  the  contingency :  Countess  of 
Sutherland  y.  Northmore.  {a)  In  that  view  of  the  case 
there  is  an  end  to  the  objection  that  the  limitation  under 
die  appointment  would  fail  for  want  of  a  particular  estate 
Co  support  it. 

Bat  tliere  is  no  foundation  for  the  objection  to  the 
separate  appointment  made  by  the  widow.  The  rule 
that  a  limitation,  which  can  by  possibility  take  effect  as  a 
contingent  r^enainder,  shall  never  take  effect  as  a  spring- 
ing use  api^ies  only  to  estates  created  by  original  deeds, 
and  not  to  cases  of  estates  created  under  powers.  It  is 
said  that  the  estate  under  the  power  may  be  taken  as  a 
remainder,  snd  therefore  that  it  can  never  take  effect  as 
s,  springing  use.  But  why  should  the  Court  be  called 
upon  to  take  it  is  a  remainder?  In  the  event  which  has 
happened  it  cannot  take  effect  as  a  remainder.  Why  is 
it  to  be  set  up  as  a  remainder  for  the  mere  purpose  of  des- 
troy ing  it?  and  why  not  construe  it  as  a  springing  use,  and 
thereby  effectuate  the  intention  of  the  maker  of  the  set- 
tlement ?  The  intention  clearly  was  that^  if  there  were  no 
joint  appointment,  the  wife,  if  she  survived  the  husband, 
should  execute  the  power.  It  is  of  the  essence  of  a  power 
to  take  effect  by  way  of  shifting  use.     The  execution  of 

the 

(«)  I  Die*.  56.  3  Vin.  Abr.  4\7.  And  see  Sugd,  Pow.  yoL  u 
p. 947.  6tb  edit 
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the  power  devests  the  estates  limited  in  de&ult  of  appoint-  ISS7* 
menty  and,  when  the  power  is  executed,  it  takes  effect  by 
way  of  springing  use.  All  the  cases  in  which  the  rule 
has  been  applied  are  cases  of  limitations  in  the  original 
settlement ;  the  fallacy  lies,  therefore,  in  applying  the 
rule  to  two  sets  of  limitations,  which  has  never  been  ap- 
plied to  more  than  one.  The  reversion  in  fee  is  vested, 
subject  to  be  devested  by  the  appointment,  and  that  re- 
version is  itself  a  sufficient  estate  of  freehold  to  support 
the  execution  of  the  power  by  the  wife,  so  that,  in  reality, 
no  particular  life-estate  in  the  wife  is  wanted  to  give  effect 
to  the  contingent  remainder.  Cunningham  v.  Moody  {a) 
Doe  dem.  WilUs  v.  Martin  (i).  Even  if  there  is  any  doubt 
as  to  the  application  of  the  rule  of  law,  there  is  none  as  to 
the  ihtention  of  the  settlement,  and,  if  the  settlement  is 
so  framed  as  to  fail  in  giving  a  particular  estate  to  support 
the  contingent  remainder  in  favour  of  the  children,  this 
is  plainly  a  mistake  in  the  settlement,  which  a  Court  of 
equity  will  reform. 

Mr.  Pemberton  in  reply. 

There  is  no  suggestion  on  this  record  that  the  settle- 
ment has  not  been  so  framed  as  to  correspond  with  the 
intenticm  of  the  parties,  nor  is  it  any  part  of  the  relief 
prayed  by  this  bill,  that  the  Court  will  reform  the  settle- 
ment The  question,  therefore,  is  not  what  was  the 
intention  of  the  parties  to  the  settlement,  but  in  whom, 
according  to  the  limitations  of  the  settlement,  the  legal 
estate,  subject  to  the  term  for  securing  the  jointure,  is 
now  vested.  Both  parties  having  declined  to  take  a 
case  at  law,  this  is  the  only  question  which  the  Court  is 
now  called  upon  to  decide.  As  to  the  invalidity  of  the 
appointment  in  which  the  bankrupt  joined,  that  point 
has  been  settled,  after  a  solemn  argument,  by  the  case 

of 
(a)  1  Fm.  sen.  174.  {h)  4  7.  R.99. 

Hh  4 
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18S7*.  ,     of  Badkam  v.  Mee^  from  which  it  is  impossible  to  distin- 
^TY-T^"^  guish  the  present  case,  unless  an  appointment  by  two 
V.  persons,  of  whom  one  is  disqualified,  can  be  valid  as  a 


ESCOTIP. 


joint  appointment  The  principle  upon  which  Badham 
y.  M^e  was  decided  was  perfectly  sound,  for  where  a 
party  has  an  interest  coupled  with  a  power,  and  departs 
with  his  interest,  is  it  reasonable  that  he  should  be  per- 
mitted to  exercise  the  power  in  derogation  of  the  interest 
which  be  has  departed  with  ?  It  is  not  denied  that  the 
execution  of  this  power  was  to  affect  the  estate  of  the 
assignees ;  its  object  was  to  take  from  the  assignees  that 
which,  but  for  the  execution  of  the  power,  was  their  abso- 
lute property.  It  has  been  decided,  that  where  the  interest 
'is  gone,  a  power  appendant  to  it  cannot  be  executed  so 
as  to  affect  the  party  benefiting  by  the  loss  of  the  interest, 
and  many  titles  depending  upon  that  decision  would  be 
shaken,  if  the  principle  established  by  it  could  be  un- 
aettled. 

The  first  point,  therefore,  is  really  open  to  no  doubt; 
but  assuming  the  joint  appointment  to  be  bad,  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  separate  appointment  can  operate  by 
way  of  springing  use  so  as  to  devest  the  estate,  vested  in 
the  assignees  by  the  bankruptcy,  is  one  of  greater  nicety. 
If  the  estate  limited  to  the  children  was  a  contingent  re- 
mainder,  upon  the  death  of  the  husband  it  was  destroyed, 
and  the  ultimate  remainder  in  fee  vested  in  the  assignees 
of  the  bankrupt  The  question  is,  whether,  according  to 
the  limitations  of  the  settlement,  the  estate  so  vested  can 
be  devested  by  the  subsequent  execution  of  the  power  by 
the  wife;  and  that  question  depends  upoa  another-— 
whether,  under  the  limitations  of  the  settlement^  the  estate 
limited  to  the  children  could  take  effect  as  a  contingent 
remainder;  for,  if  it  could,  it  can  never  take  e&ct  by  way 
of  springing  use.  Intentibn  has  nothing  to  do  with  this 
question ;   it  depends  entirely  upon  a  rule  of  tenure. 

The 
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The  intention  slways  is  that  a  limitation  of  this  kind  shall  18S7. 
take  effect  as  a  springing  use,  but,  wherever  the  rule  is 
applicable,  the  intention  is  defeated.  Thus  in  the  case  of 
a  limitation  of  freehold  estate  to  the  use  of  A  for  his 
life,  and  after  the  death  of  ^  and  B,  to  the  use  of  C; 
the  intention  is,  that  C  shall  take  at  the  death  of  the 
survivor  of  A  and  i?,  but  that  intention  is  defeated,  if  B 
survive  A.  It  could  then  only  take  eflfect  as  a  springing 
use,  and  as  it  might,  in  the  event  of  A  surviving  J9,  have 
taken  effect  as  a  remamder,  it  can  never  take  effect  by 
way  of  springing  use.  Every  appointment  under  a 
power,  if  it  can  take  effect  at  all,  takes  effect  exactly  in 
the  same  way  as  if  it  were  inserted  among  the  limitations 
in  the  deed  creating  the  power ;  the  efiect  is  the  same  as 
if  the  appointor  wrote  his  limitations  in  the  original  in* 
strument.  Applying  this  undisputed  principle  to  the 
present  case,  it  is  evident  that,  as  the  power  has  been 
executed  by  the  wife,  a  limitation  to  the  two  children 
four  years  after  the  determination  of  the  particular  estate 
could  only  take  e£fect  by  way  of  springing  use.  But  the 
estate  limited  to  the  children  in  the  original  settlement 
under  the  power  to  the  survivor  of  the  husband  and  wife 
might  have  taken  efiect  as  a  contingent  remainder,  and 
therefore  it  cannot  take  effect  as  a  springing  use.  Ge* 
nerally  the  rule  is  that,  if  there  is  a  particular  estaie  of 
freehold,  and  the  subsequent  limitation  can  by  any  pos- 
sibility take  efiect  on  the  determination  of  that  particular 
estate,  it  can  take  effect  in  no  other  event  Rules  of 
tenure  are  enforced  with  the  same  inflexible  strictness 
in  other  instances  as  well  as  in  that  of  contingent  re- 
mainders. Thus  the  rule  against  perpetuities  allows  the 
vesting  of  an  indefeasible  estate  to  be  postponed  only  for 
the  period  of  any  life  or  lives  in  being,  and  twenty-one 
years  afterwards.  Now,  a  limitation  to  an  unborn  son 
of  ^  to  vest  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  and  a  day 
would  only  violate  the  rule  in  the  event  of  A  surviving 

all 
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18S7.  all  other  individuals  in  the  world,  living  at  the  time  of 
the  limitation;  yet  this  very  remote  possibility  deter- 
mines the  application  of  the  rule,  and  such  a  limitation 
is  wholly  invalid. 


Aug.  5.  The  Ma8T£R  of  the  Rolls. 

The  PIainti£Ps  in  this  cause  claim  to  be  entitled  to  the 
estate  in  question,  under  the  will  of  Gemeat  Pookf  who 
contracted  to  purchase  the  same  from  the  assignees  of 
Hugh  Escatt^  a  bankrupt,  and  under  a  conveyance  from 
the  same  assignees* 

The  Defendants,  John  Escoit  and  Jane  Elizabeth  J^ls- 
cott^  claim  to  be  entitled  to  the  same  estate  under  a  joint 
appointment  thereof,  executed  by  Hugh  Escott  and  Mar^ 
garet  his  wife^  and  under  a  separate  appointment  thereof 
executed  by  the  same  Margaret  Escoit  after  the  death 
of  her  husband. 

On  the  marriage  of  Hugh  Escott  and  Margaret  his 
wife,  an  indenture,  dated  the  8th  of  October  1B04,  and 
made  between  Hugh  Escott  of  the  first  part;  Margaret 
DodSf  afterwards  his  wife,  of  the  second  part ;  James 
Newton  and  WiUiam  Leigh,  of  the  third  part;  and 
Thotttos  Escott  and  George  Henry  Leigh,  of  the  fourth 
part,  was  executed. 

(His  Lordship  stated  the  limitations  of  the  marriage 

settlement.) 

This  deed,  havuig  limited  a  life  estate  to  Hugh  Escoit, 
but  no  life  estate  to  the  wife,  and  having  limited  the  es- 
tate to  the  sons  and  daughters,  and  their  children  who 
should  be  living  at  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the  hus- 
band 
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band  and  wife»  it  appears  that,  if  the  husband  survived  1837* 
the  wife,  and  in  default  of  appointment,  the  estates  li- 
mited to  the  sons  and  daughters  and  their  children  living 
at  the  death  of  the  survivor  would  take  effect  by  way  of 
remainder,  but  that,  if  the  wife  survived  the  husband, 
there  would  be  no  particular  estate  to  support  the  con- 
tingent uses  for  the  children  living  at  the  death  of  the 
survivor. 

No  appointment  was  executed  in  or  before  the  year 
1825,  when  Hugh  Escoit  became  bankrupt.  His  as- 
signees put  up  his  interest  to  sale.  His  interest  was  a 
life  estate  and  the  ultimate  reversion,  subject  to  the  an- 
nuity secured  to  the  wife  if  she  survived  him,  and  sub- 
ject, as  the  Plaintifis  admit,  to  the  contingent  estates 
limited  to  the  children  living  at  his  death  if  he  survived 
his  wife.  And  the  Defendants  contend  that  his  ultimate 
reversion  was  also  subject  to  the  power  of  appointment 
created  by  the  settlement 

Some  time  after  the  bankruptcy,  and  on  the  25th  of 
Mcy  1831,  Ht^h  Escoit  and  his  wife  executed  a  deed, 
which  purported  to  be  a  joint  appointment  made  by 
them  to  their  children,  J(^n  and  Jane  Elizabeth  Escott. 

In  March  1834,  Hugh  Escott  died,  leaving  his  wife 
surviving  him ;  and  upon  his  death,  John  and  Jane  EU" 
zabeth  Escott  claimed  to  be  entitled  as  appointees,  and 
having  obtained  possession,  which  the  Plaintifis  could 
not  recover  at  law  by  reason  of  the  2000  years'  term, 
the  present  bill  was  filed. 

After  the  filing  of  the  bill,  the  surviving  wife  executed 
a  deed,  purporting  to  be  an  appointment  to  the  same 
effect  as  that  which  was  executed  by  her  and  her  husband 
in  his  life  time. 

The 
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1837*  The  Flaiotiffs  allege  that,  upon  the  death  of  the  has- 


Uohz 


band  in  the  life  time  of  tlie  wife,  the  particular  estate  de- 
^vl"  termined,  and  the  contingent  limitation  to  the  children 
^^^^^^  failed ;  and  further,  that  the  bankruptcy  of  the  husband 
destroyed  the  joint  power,  and  that  the  separate  power 
h^d  r^Uy  no  existence,  because  the  estate  to  be  thereby 
appointed  could  not  take  effect  at  the  moment  when  the 
particular  estate  determined. 

The  Defendants  allege  that  the  assignees  took  the 
estate  subject  to  the  powers  of  appointment,  which,  as 
they  say,  were  effectually  exercised. 

The  question  in  the  cause  depends,  first,  on  the  con* 
struction  of  the  settlement;  and  secondly,  upon  the  eflect 
of  the  bankruptcy  and  the  assignment  under  the  bank- 
ruptcy upon  the  power  of  appointment. 

By  the  settlement  the  estate  was  limited  to  Hi^h  E^ 
cM  for  life;  and,  after  providing  a  jointure  for  the  wife, 
a  power  was  given  to  the  husband  and  wife  or  the  sur-^ 
vivor  of  them,  to  appoint  to  the  children  of  the  marriage^ 
and  in  defeult  of  appointment,  the  estate  was  limited  to 
such  SODS  and  daughters,  or  such  children  of  deceased 
sons  and  daughters  of  the  marriage  as  should  be  living 
at  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the  husband  and.  wife, 
with  an  ultimate  remainder  to  the  husband  in  fee. 

The  husband  had  an  estate  for  life,  and,  if  he  had  sur* 
vived  the  wife,  the  setdement  was  so  framed  as  to  give 
effect  to  what  may  reasonably  be  supposed  to  have  been 
the  intention  of  making  provision  for  the  children  on  his 
death.  Upon  the  determination  of  the  life  estate,  the 
children,  either  those  designated  by  an  appointment,  or 
those  described  by  the  deed,  would  have  immediately 
succeeded.      They  would  have  taken  by  way  of  re*< 

mainder, 
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mainder,  and  as  in  this  event  they  would  have  taken  by 
way  oF  remainder,  the  deed  is  not  to  be  so  construed  as 
to  give  estates  by  way  of  springing  use ;  and,  as  the  wife 
survived  the  husband,  and  had  no  life  estate  limited  to 
her,  the  limitation  to  the  children  living  at  the  delath  of 
the  survivor  of  the  husband  and  wife  failed,  and  no  ap-* 
pointment  to  be  made  by  the  wife  alone  could  be  %'8lid. 

If  there  had  been  no  \)ankruptcy,  the  joint  appoint- 
ment of  the  husband  and  wife  would  have  taken  effect; 
and  considering  that  the  contingent  remainder  limited  to 
the  children  failed  in  consequence  of  the  determination 
of  the  particular  estate  before  the  limitation  to  the 
children  took  efiect,  the  only  question  is,  whether  the 
joint  power  of  appointment  continued  after  the  bank* 
ruptcy  and  the  assignment  to  the  assignees. 

The  appointment  could  only  take  effect  out  of  the 
ultimate  remainder  in  fee  vested  in  the  husband,  and,  if 
the  power  had  been  to  be  exercised  by  the  husband 
alone,  I  am  of  opinion  that,  upon  the  authority  of  Bad^ 
homy.  Mee^  it  would  have  been  extinguished;  and  the 
qoestioa  is  therefore  reduced  to  this^  whether  the  hos- 
band,  who  could  not  exercise  a  separate  power,  conld 
exercise  a  joint  power  of  appointment  vested  in  him  and 
his  wife* 

The  estate  for  life  in  the  husband,  and  the  ultimate 
remainder  in  fee  were  vested  in  the  assignees  by  act  of 
law,  in  this  respect  equivalent  to  a  conveyance.  If  there 
bad  been  a  conveyance,  the  husband  could  not  have  de- 
rogated from  his  grant ;  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  he 
could  not,  by  joining  his  wife,  defeat  the  efiect  of  the  act 
of  law  to  which  his  estate  had  become  subject ;  and  it 
appears  to  me,  that  his  disqualification  made  it  impossi- 
ble that  the  joint  power  should  be  exercised. 
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BETWEEN 

May  s.       The  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  ENG* 
June  16.  LAND,    -  -  -  .    Plaintiffs; 

AND 

Sir  FELIX  BOOTH,  Bart.,  WILLIAM  MILLER 
CHRISTY,  WILLIAM  CURLING,  JOHN 
PETER  DARTHEZ,  Jun.,  GEORGE  HOL- 
GATE  FOSTER,  WILLIAM  ORMSBY  GORE, 
WILLIAM  HUGHES  HUGHES,  JOHN 
CHRISTOPHER  LOCKNER,  WILLIAM  MIT- 
CALFE,  AMBROSE  MOORE,  JOHN  M'TAG- 
GART,  Sir  FRANCIS  PALGRAVE,  THOMAS 
PHILLPOTS,  JOSHUA  SCHOLEFIELD, 
GEORGE  SCHOLEFIELD,  WILLIAM  SHAD- 
BOLT,  THOMAS  STOCKS,  GEORGE 
TAYLOR,  WILLIAM  VENABLES,  and 
GEORGE  POLLARD,  -  Defendants. 

A  bank  at  ri^HE  bill,  after  stating  the  substance  of  the  several 
in  Upp^  acts  relating  to  the  Bank,  proceeded  to  state  that 

^Vti^'^^r  *"  ^^®  y^*"^  1836,  certain  persons  associated  themselves 
atsixt^days  together  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  banking 
directed  to  establishment  in  London^  under  the  style  or  firm  of  the 
G.  P.,  ma-  London  Joint  Stock  Bank,  and  that  they  issued  a  pros- 
Stock  Bank,  pectus  to  the  following  effect  "  The  London  Joint 
London,  which  Stock 

was  accepted 

by  G.  P.,  who  was  the  manager  of  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank,  but  not  a  share- 
holder or  partner  in  that  concern,  in  these  words :  "  Accepted  at  the  London 
Joint  Stock  Bank.  George  PoUard.*'  By  an  arrangement  between  the  London 
Joint  Stock  Bank  and  the  Canada  Bank,  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank  guaranteed 
the  payment  at  maturity  of  all  bills  of  exchange  so  drawn  by  the  CatuuU  Bank  to 
the  eitent  of  40,000/. 

Held,  that  this  transaction  was  a  violation  of  the  exclusive  privileges  of  the 
Bank  of  England  within  the  3  &  4  K^.  4.  c.  98.,  and  the  other  acts  relating  to  the 
Bank,  And  an  injunction  was  granted  accordingly  against  the  London  Joint  Stock 
Bank,  G.  P.,  and  their  agents. 


V. 

Booth. 
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Stock  Bank,  Princes  Street^  Mansion  Home.  Ci^ital  1837. 
three  millions  in  6000  shares  of  50L  each.  Director  J^^*'^'^"^^ 
Sir  Felix  Booth,  &c.,  George  Pollard,  Esq.,  Manager.  England 
The  business  of  the  bank  is  conducted  on  the  following 
principles.  Accounts  of  parties  properly  introduced, 
are  received  agreeably  to  the  present  custom  of  lAmdon 
bankers,  with  this  advantage,  that  interest  is  allowed  oh 
correct  accounts,  and  on  deposits,  on  the  first  day  of 
every  month,  at  the  rate  of  21.  per  cent  on  the  smallest 
balance  which  may  appear  to  the  credit  of  each  account 
at  the  close  of  any  days  during  the  preceding  month. 
Sums  of  money  received  on  deposit  at  such  rate  of 
interest,  and  for  such  periods  as  may  be  agreed  upon, 
reference  being  had  to  the  state  of  the  money  market, 
and,  if  required,  bills  or  promissory  notes  at  not  less  than 
six  months'  date,  will  be  delivered  to  the  depositors  in 
lieu  of  receipts  for  sums  not  less  than  100/.  Interest  at 
the  rate  of  2/.  lOs.  per  cent,  allowed  on  sums  not  ex^ 
ceeding  2000/.  deposited  without  special  agreement,  which 
may  be  withdrawn  at  any  time  on  giving  ten  days' 
notice.  The  agency  of  joint-stock,  and  other  country 
and  foreign  banks  undertaken  on  such  terms  as  may  be 
agreed  upon.  Investment  in  and  sales  of  all  descrip- 
tions  o!  British  and  foreign  securities,  bullion,  specie,  &c. 
effected ;  dividends  received  and  every  other  description 
of  banking  business  and  money  agency  transacted.  A 
bill  committee  of  the  directors  sit  daily  from  12  to 
2  o'clock  to  receive  applications  for  discounts,  which  are 
considered  confidential,  and  promptly  decided  upon. 
The  Board  of  Directors  meet  weekly,  when  a  full  state- 
ment of  the  affairs  of  the  bank  is  laid  before  them." 
That  such  company  or  partnership  was  in  fact  established 
in  the  month  of  October  1836,  and  that  the  Defendants 
were  the  directors  and  managers  of  the  said  company, 
and  were  all  partners  or  shareholders  in  the  same. 

The 


Booth. 
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18S7.  Tbe  bill  then  alleged,   that  the  Pl8intifl&  had  dis- 

^"^"V^^  covered  that  tbe  object  and  design  of  the  said  company 
£nglano  ^^  ^^  ^^^7  ^  carry  on  the  business  of  a  bank  of 
deposit,  but  to  borrow,  owe,  and  take  up  money  on  their 
bills  or  notes  at  a  shorter  date  than  six  months  from  the 
issuing  thereof  in  violation  of  the  privileges  of  the 
Plaintift, 

That  a  banking  establishment  carrying  on  business  at 
Kingston^  Upper  Canada^  in  North  America^  under  the 
style  of  «<  The  Commercial  Bank,  Midland  District^'  had 
previously  to  the  month  of  May  1837,  commenced 
drawing,  and  had  in  fact  drawn  divers  bills  of  exchange, 
payable  at  less  time  than  six  months  from  the  time  of 
acceptance,  upon  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank,  and 
that  such  bills  of  exchange  had  been  accepted  by  the 
last  mentioned  company  ;  and  that  such  bills  had  been 
drawn  and  negotiated  with  a  view  to  maintain  a  circula- 
tion of  paper  money  for  the  benefit  of  the  London  Joint 
Stock  Bank. 

That  on  the  26th  of  April  1837,  the  secretary  of  the 
London  Joint  Stock  Bank  addressed  the  following  letter 
to  the  Plaintiffs :  "  Gentlemen,  having  received  from  a 
transatlantic  bank  the  offer  of  their  agency,  which  would 
involve  the  necessity  of  the  bank  accepting  their  drafts, 
payable  at  shorter  date  than  six  months,  the  directors  of 
this  bank  are  desirous  of  knowing  whether  the  directors 
of  the  Bank  of  England  would  interpose  any  difficulty  in 
the  way  of  the  bank  accepting  such  drafts.  —  I  have  the 
honour,  &c/' 

That  the  Plaintiffs  caused  a  letter  to  be  written  by 
their  secretary  in  reply,  as  follows :  —  "  Bank  o( England, 
27th  of  April  1837.  Sir,  I  am  desired  to  acknowledge 
the  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  26th  inst,  addressed  to 

the 
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the  Governor  and  Court  of  Directors  of  the  Bsxik'of  Eng-       1 687. 
landf  in  which  you  asked  whether  the  Directors  of  the   ^^^Bk   f 
Bank  of  England  would  interpose  any  difficulty  in  the      Englawo 
way  of  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank  accepting  drafts     •  ^^^'^,^ 
payable  at  a  shorter  date  than  six  months ;  and  in  reply 
I  have  to  state^  that  such  acceptances  would  be  an  in- 
fringement of  the  privileges  of  the  Bank  of  England; 
and,  as  respects  the  public,  would  be  illegal  and  void, 
and,  consequently,  could  not  be  permitted  by  this  cor- 
poration. —  I  have  the  honour,  &c.*' 

That,  notwithstanding  such  reply,  at  the  end  of  &p- 
tember^  ISS?)  the  Plaintiffs  received,  among  various  bills 
<^  exchange  which  formed  part  of  remittances  sent  to 
them  from  Canada^  a  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  by  the 
president  of  the  Commercial  Bank,  Midland  district, 
upon  the  Londoji  Joint  Stock  Bank,  as  follows :  — 

«  ^1000  sterling.  Kingston^  Upper  Canada^  25th  of 
Jufy,  1837.  Sixty  days  after  sight,  pay  this  my  first 
of  exchange,  second  and  third  unpaid,  to  the  order 
of  JP.  A.  Harper^  cashier,  the  sum  of  1000/.  sterling, 
value  received,  which  place  to  the  account  of  the  Com- 
mercial Bank,  Midland  district,  with  or  without  fur- 
ther advice.  John  5.  Cariwright,  president,  to  George 
PoUardj  Esq.,  manager,  London  Joint  Stock  Bank, 
London^ 

The  bill  proceeded  to  state  that  the  Plaintiffs,  on  the 
2nd  of  October  J  1837)  presented  the  said  bill  of  exchange 
for  acceptance  at  the  office  of  the  London  Joint  Stock 
Bank,  and  that  the  same  was  accepted  by  George  Pol^ 
lardy  as  manager  of  the  said  bank,  as  follows :  — *^  Ac- 
cepted, 2d  October^  1837»  at  the  London  Joint  Stock 
Bank.     George  PoUard." 

Vol,  TI.  It  The 
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18S7.  The  bill  alleged  that  the  word  *'  at"  was  frauduleDtly 

J^^^""^-  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  the  Plaintiffs 

England      and  the  public ;  and  that  the  said  bill  of  exchange  was 

Booth        i^^^y  accepted  by  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank,  and  that 

such  company  held  themselves  and  their  assets  liable  to 

pay  the  same ;  and  it  stated  that  the  Plaintiffi  caused  the 

bill  of  exchange  again  to  be  taken  to  the  office  of  the  Lon^ 

don  Joint  Stock  Bank,  and  required  an  acceptance  in 

words  according  to  the  tenor  of  the  bill ;  but  that  one  of 

the  clerks  stated  that  such  acceptance  was  sufficient,  and 

that  the  bank  were  ready  to  discount  the  bill. 

That,  on  the  26th  of  October^  1837,  the  Pla'mtiffit 
caused  their  solicitors  to  write  the  following  letter  to 
the  Defendants  :  —  "  Gentlemen.  —  The  attention  of  the 
Governor  and  Directors  of  the  Bank  of  England  has 
been  drawn  to  bills  of  exchange  which  have  recently  ap- 
peared, drawn  by  a  bank  in  Upper  Canada^  for  which  it 
appears  you  act  as  London  agents,  upon  your  manager, 
and  accepted  at  your  office.  The  Bank  are  advised  that 
the  acceptance  of  such  bills,  having  less  than  six  months 
to  run,  is  a  violation  of  their  exclusive  privilege ;  and 
we  are  therefore  requested  to  know  whether  it  is  in- 
tended to  persist  in  the  practice,  as  in  that  case  we  are 
instructed  to  take  immediate  proceedings  to  obtain  an 
injunction  from  a  court  of  equity. 

That  the  Defendants  wrote  a  letter  in  answer  as  fol- 
lows :  —  "  London  Joint  Stock  Bank,  2d  November^  1837. 
Gentlemen.  —  Your  letter  of  the  26th  ult.,  addressed  to 
the  directors  of  this  bank,  was  laid  before  the  Board 
yesterday ;  and,  in  reply  thereto,  I  am  instructed  to  state 
that  the  directors  deny  that  any  practice  has  been 
adopted  by  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank  which  is  a 
violation  of  the  exclusive  privilege  of  the  Bank  of  Eng^^ 
lafidf  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank  never  having  ac* 

cepted, 
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cepted,  nor  directed,  nor  authorised  their  manager,  or       1837* 
any  other  person,  to  accept  any  bills  of  exchange  having  rm^^^^^f 
less  than  six  months  to  run.''  England 


The  bill,  among  other  charges,  charged  that  the  di- 
rectors had  authorised  George  Pollard  to  accept  bills  of 
exchange  drawn  upon  the  company  in  the  manner  and 
form  in  which  the  bill  of  exchange,  dated  the  25th  of 
Jiifyf  1 88  7,  had  been  accepted  by  Pollard. 

It  charged  that  the  siud  form  of  acceptance  bad  been 
resorted  to  in  consequence  of  the  acts  of  parliament 
giving  such  privilege  as  aforesaid  to  the  Plaintifis,  and 
with  intent  and  for  the  purpose  of  evading  or  eluding 
the  provisions  of  the  said  acts  or  some  of  them,  or  of 
avoiding  the  operation  thereof. 

The  bill  further  charged  that  the  Defendant  George 
PoUard  had  no  connection  with  the  Commercial  Bank, 
Upper  Canada^  except  as  agent,  manager,  or  servant  of 
the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank;  that  the  bills  of  exchange 
so  accepted  by  George  PoUard  were  entered  in  the  bill 
books  belonging  to  the  company,  and  paid  out  of  the 
money  belonging  to  the  bank.  And  it  prayed  that 
an  account  might  be  taken  of  all  bills  of  exchange  and 
promissory  notes  accepted  or  caused  to  be  accepted  by 
the  Defendants  for  or  on  behalf  of  the  company,  pay- 
able at  a  less  time  than  six  months  from  the  acceptance 
thereof;  and  particularly  of  all  l;>ills  of  exchange  and 
promissory  notes  drawn  upon  the  company,  accepted  by 
the  Defendant  Pollard  or  any  agent  of  the  company,  in 
the  form  in  which  th^  bill  of  exchange,  dated  the  25th 
of  Ji^,  1837,  was  accepted,  and  of  the  gains  and  profits 
of  the  company  made  by  such  acceptances ;  and  that  it 
might  be  declared  that  the  accepting  such  bill  of  ex- 
change, dated  the  25th  of  Jtdy^  was  a  fraud  upon  the 

li  2  Plaintiffs; 
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Ij337.  Plaintiffs;  and  that  the  Defendants  might  be  restraitied* 
Th^^k^  f  ^^^  accepting  or  causing  to  be  accepted,  for  or  on  be- 
Emolano  hair  of  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank  Company,  any  bill 
Booth.  ^^  exchange  or  promissory  note,  payable  at  less  than  sbc 
months  from  the  acceptance  thereof;  and  from  accept- 
ing or  causing  to  be  accepted,  by  the  Defendant  George 
PoUard^  or  any  agent  of  theirs,  in  the  form  in  which 
the  bill,  dated  the  25th  oP  Jult/j  18S7,  was  accepted, 
any  such  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note;  and 
that  the  Defendant  George  Pollard^  and  every  agent  or 
servant  of  the  company,  might  in  like  manner  be  re-* 
strained,  and  that  all  the  Defendants  might  in  like  man- 
ner be  restrained,  from  in  any  other  manner  borrowing, 
owing,  or  taking  up,  in  England^  for  and  on  behalf  of  the 
said  company,  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  on  the  billd 
or  notes  of  the  said  company,  payable  on  demand,  or  at 
any  less  time  than  six  months  from  the  borrowing  thereof. 

The  Defendants,  the  directors  of  the  London  Sovoi 
Stock  Bank,  filed  a  joint  and  several  answer;  and  a 
separate  answer  was  filed  by  the  Defendant  George 
Pollardf  the  manager,  who  was  not  a  partner  or 
shareholder.  By  these  answers  it  appeared  that,  30,000 
shares  having  been  subscribed  for  by  the  22d  of  Oc- 
iobery  1837,  the  bank,  by  a  second  prospectus,  an- 
nounced its  intention  of  commencing  business;  and  that 
on  the  Slst  of  October^  1837,  was  executed  a  partnership 
deed  between  certain  of  the  directors  of  the  first  part, 
trustees  of  the  second  part,  and  the  persons  whose  names 
and  seals  were  or  should  be  subscribed  to  the  deed,  of 
the  third  part,  by  which  it  was  provided  that  the  con- 
cerns of  the  company  should  be  under  the  control  of 
nineteen  directors,  who  should  have  the  entire  manage- 
ment of  the  business  of  the  company,  and  the  sole  power 
of  appointing  and  removing  the  manager  and  every  other 
officer  or  servant  of  the  company ;  that  such  person  or 

persons 
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p^f5on3  as  the  directors  should  by  any  resolution  or        1837. 
minute  authorise  should  exclusively  have  power  to  sign,   Th^B^^lf  f 
draw,  indorse,  aad  accept  all  bills  of  exchange  and     ENctANo 
promissory  notes,  and  other  negotiable  securities;  and       Booth. 
that  no  billf  note,  &c.,  signed,  drawn,  indorsed  or  ac- 
cepted,in  any  other  manner  should  be  binding  upon  the 
company ;  and  each  of  the  directors  and  shareholders 
thereby  disclaimed  all  right  to  sign,  accept,  or  indorse^ 
any  bill,  &c«,  or  to  contract  any  engagement  so  as  to 
bind  or  charge  the  company,  tknless  he  should  be  exr 
pr^ssly  authorised  so  to  do  by  the  Board  of  Directors. 
By  another  clause  the  directors  were  to  have  the  entire 
control  and  disposition  of  the  capital  and  effects  of  the 
company,  and  the  manager  and  other  officers  of  the 
company  were  in  every  respect  to  abide  by  their  orders 
and  regulations.     The   fortieth  clause   authorised   the 
directors  to  execute  any  power  of  attorney,  to  enable  any 
other  person  or  persons  to  act  on  behalf  of  the  company, 
in  any  transaction,  business,  or  thing,  which  should  be 
stated  in  such  power. 

At  a  Board  of  Directors  held  on  the  1 9th  of  November 
IBS%  a  resolution  was  passed,  authorising  George  Pol- 
lard^ the  manager  of  the  bank,  exclusively  to  indorse 
all  such  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes,  and  to 
draw  such  cheques  in  the  name  and  on  account  of  the  com- 
pany as  might  be  necessary  in  the  usual  course  of  busi- 
ness. On  the  14th  oi  March  1837,  the  Z>7;i^o;}  Joint 
Stock  Bank  received  a  letter  from  Harper^  the  secretary 
of  the  Kingston  Commercial  Bank,  in  Upper  Canada^ 
proposing  that  the  London  bank  should  become  their 
agents,  receiving  drafts  from  the  Canada  bank  pay- 
able at  sixty  days,  and  giving  the  Canada  bank  a 
credit  for  that  time  to  the  amount  of  from  40,000/. 
to  60,000/.  After  the  answer  of  the  Bank,  stated  in 
the  bill,  to  the  letter  of  the  secretary  of  the  London 

lis  Joint 
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18S7.  Joint  Stock  Bank;  and  on  the  6th  of  Mm/  1887  it 
'Ti^nf^f  w**  resolved,  at  a  meeting  of  the  directors  of  the  Z/m^ 
£nolano  dan  Joint  Stock  Bank,  that  a  communication  should 
g^^^  be  made  to  the  Kingston  Commercial  Bank,  stating  their 
readiness  to  act  as  the  agents  of  the  Kingston  Commercial 
Bank,'  upon  condition  that  all  drafts  should  be  drawn 
upon  and  accepted  by  the  manager  of  the  London  bank 
in  his  individual  capacity.  On  the  same  day  Pollard 
wrote  a  letter  to  Harper^  stating  that,  by  the  construc- 
tion put  upon  the  chartet  of  the  Bank  of  England  by  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  and  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
no  joint-stock  bank  could  accept  bills  of  exchange  in 
London^  or  within  sixty-five  miles  of  London^  at  a  less 
date  than  six  months;  and  suggesting  that  the  difficulty 
might  be  got  over,  either  by  the  Kifigston  Comknercial 
Bank  bsuing  their  own  promissory  notes  to  the  extent 
of  40,0002.,  payable  at  sixty  days  at  the  London  Joint 
Stock  Bank ;  or  by  drawing,  at  sixty  days'  sight,  bilk 
upon  Geofge  PoUardj  the  manager  of  the  London  Joint 
Stock  Bank,  the  due  payment  of  the  bills  accepted  by 
the  manager  to  be  guaranteed  by  the  London  Joint 
Stock  Bank.  In  answer  to  this  communication.  Harper 
wrote  a  letter,  dated  the  21st  of  June  1837,  stating  that 
the  Board  of  the  Kingston  Commercial  Bank  had  taken 
into  consideration  the  two  modes  proposed,  so  as  not 
to  come  within  the  power  of  the  acts  in  favour  of  the 
Bank  of  England^  and  preferred  that  of  drawing  on  the 
manager  at  sixty  days;  and  requesting  that  the  gua- 
rantee of  the  London  bank  might  be  sent  to  protect  the 
drafts  of  the  president  of  the  Kingston  Commercial  Bank. 
This  letter  was  submitted  to  a  Board  of  Directors  held 
on  the  26th  of  July  1837,  at  which  it  was  resolved  that 
the  agency  of  the  Kingston  Commercial  Bank  should  be 
accepted  on  the  terms  proposed;  and  that  a  letter, 
signed  by  the  trustees,  should  be  addressed  to  that 
bank,  undertaking  that,  in  consideration  of  the  Kingston 

Commercial 
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Commercial  Bank  keeping  a  banking  account  with  the        1837* 

London  Joint  Stock  Bank,  the  London  bank  woald  pro-   ^^^^^ ^ 
J      .  n      1  .,11^     The  Bank  of 

Tide  the  necessary  Funds  to  pay  at  maturity  all  such     Enolamd 

bills  as  might  be  drawn  by  the  Kingston  bank  upon 
and  accepted  by  Mr.  George  PoUard^  manager  of  the 
London  bank,  such  bills  being  accepted  by  him  in  his 
individual  capacity.  This  guarantee  was  sent  by  the 
secretary  of  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank  to  the 
Kingston  Commercial  Bank,  on  the  29th  of  Jufy  18d7» 
together  with  a  counter-undertaking  to  be  executed  by 
the  Kitigston  bank,  that  they  would  pay  the  balances 
due  to  the  London  bank,  which  was  afterwards  executed 
accordingly  by  the  Kingston  Bank,  and  returned  to  the 
London  bank.  The  president  of  the  Kingston  Com- 
mercial Bank  drew  the  bill  of  exchange,  dated  the  5th 
of  Jidy  18S79  in  anticipation  of  the  guarantee  being 
sent  out.  This  bill  was  protested  by  the  Bank  of 
England  for  non-acceptance,  but  the  Bank  afterwards 
received  the  amount  upon  discount.  On  the  6th  of 
October  18S7  the  Defendant  Pollard  wrote  to  Harper^ 
suggesting  a  further  alteration  in  the  form  of  the  bills 
of  exchange,  by  leaving  out  the  word  *^  manager,''  and 
directing  them  to  George  Pollard,  Esq.,  at  the  London 
Joint  Stock  Bank. 

The  Defendants,  the  directors,  denied,  by  their  answer^ 
that  the  bill  was  accepted  by  the  Defendant  Potlardf  as 
manager  of  the  company,  on  their  behalf  and  for  their 
benefit,  but  said  that  it  was  accepted  on  behalf  of  him^ 
self,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  Kingston  Commercial 
Bank ;  they  denied  that  the  word  **  at"  was  fraudulently 
inserted ;  and  they  further  denied  that  they  held  them- 
selves or  the  assets  of  the  company  responsible  or  liable 
to  pay  the  said  bill  of  exchange;  but  they  stated  the 
arrangement  made  between  the  London  Joint  Stock 
Bank  and  the  Kingston  Commercial  Bank;  and  they 
i I  4  said 


476  .  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1857« "  •  said  that^  m  conformity  with  such  arrangement)  they  had, 
fp^^]j^^''put  of  monies  belonging  to  the  Kingston  Commerciftl 
I;n«(.414II  -  Bank  in  their  possession,  or  ont  of  their  own  monies, 
Booo'al  '  ^^^™  ^"^^^  ^  ^\x^^  paid  all  the  bills  of  exchange  of  the 
Kinpion  Commercial  Bank  drawn  upon  and  accepted 
by  the  i()efeQdaiit  PoUard,  which  bills  were  sometiraes 
addveased  to  G.  PoUardj  Esq.,  Manager,  London  Joint 
StodcBiink^  Ijondon^^and  at  other  times,  to  G.BMard^ 
Esq.,  Manaf^r  of  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank,  Lan* 
doHf'  and  at  first  '*  accepted  (date)  at  the  London 
Joint  Stock  Bank,  Geo.  Pollard;*^  and,  subsequently, 
<<  accepted  (date)  payable  at  the  London  Joint  Stock 
Bank.  Geo.  PoUardJ*  The  Defendant  jPbOanf  admitted 
that  he  carried  on  no  business  of  his  own,  and  that  he 
had  no  other  occupation,  except  that  of  manager  of  the 
London  Joint  Stock  Bank ;  and  that  the  only  connection 
which  he  had  with  the  Kingston  Commercial  Bank,  in 
his  individual  character,  was  in  accepting  their  bills  of 
exchange ;  and  that  the  bills  accepted  by  him  were  paid 
out' of  tk^  assets  of  the  company ;  but  he  said  ^at  he 
had  authority  to  indorse  bills  and  draw  cheques,  but  no 
authority  to  accept  bills  of  exchange  on  behalf  of  the 
company ;.  that  the  bills  of  exchange  accepted  by  him 
were  entered  in  a  private  account  kept  by  himself,  and, 
when  paid,  were  entered  in  the  books  of  the  company. 

A  motion  was  now  made,  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiflb, 
for  an  injunction  in  the  terms  prayed  by  the  bill. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  Mr.  Matde^  and  Mr.  Grtjffith  Bickards^ 
in  support  of  the  motion. 

Hie  directors  of  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank,  who 
have  given  a  guarantee  for  the  payment  of  the  bills  drawn 
by  the  Kingston  Commercial  Bank  upon  their  manager, 
have  nevertheless  thought  fit  to  deny  that  their  assets  are 

liable 
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liable  for  $uch  payment     They  say,  indeed,  that  they        1837. 
hate  paid,  and  inlend  to  pay  such  bills,  bot  they  deny  their   J^^n^^^f 
liaUlity,  because  they  are  drawn  upon  George  Pollard  in      Enolano 
his  individual  capacity.     The  guarantee,  given  by  the       Booth 
company  to  the  drawers,  that  these  bills  shall  be  paid  by 
the  oompany,  amounts  to  such  an  engagement  to  pay  as 
would  probably  render  them  liable  in  an  action  at  law. 
This  being  a  foreign  bill  of  exchange,  a  written  acceptance 
is  not  necessary  ;  but  any  act,  which  shows  an  intention  on 
the  part  of  the  company  to  pay  the  bill,  amounts  to  an  ac- 
ceptance; Fairlee  y*  Herring,  (a)     Supposing,  however, 
that  they  are  not  liable  at  law,  this  is  an  attempt  to  evade 
the  provisions  of  the  8  &  4  ffC  4.  c.  98.,  and  the  other  acts 
of  parliameDt  by  which  banking  copartnerships,  consisting 
of  more  than  six  persons,  within  sixty-five  miles  of  Lon- 
don^  are  prohibited  from  accepting  bills  of  exchange  pay- 
abkatless  than  six  months  from  the  time  of  acceptance. 
In  the  Bank  of  England  v.  Anderson  (6),  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  upon  a  case  sent  by  this  Court,  was  of 
opinion  that  the  accepting  such  a  bill  of  exchange  was 
within  the  prohibitory  clause  in  the  Bank  Acts;  their 
certificate  was  confirmed,  after  an  elaborate  argument, 
by  this  Court,  and  though  an  appeal  to  the  House  of 
Lords  was  commenced  by  the  defendants,  it  was  subse- 
quently abandoned ;  and  the  question  may,  therefore^  be 
considered  as  finally  determined.     That  the  Defendants 
contemplated  an  act  which  they  knew  to  be -a  violation 
of  the  privileges  of  the  Bank  is  clear,  from  their  having 
applied  to  the  Bank  for  permission  to  do  it.     That  per- 
mission was  refused,  and  they  have  attempted,  by  an 
evasion  of  the  act,  to  accomplish  the  very  same  thing 
which  the  act  has  prohibited.    Such  an  evasion  of  an  act 
of  parliament  a  court  of  equity  will  not  permit.     The 
whole  spirit  of  the  decision  of  this  Court  was  to  give  a 

substantial, 

(a)  3  Bingh.  6S5.  {b)  tuprh^  p.  SS8« 
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1887.        substantial,  and  not  a  merely  formal,  protection  to  the 

V^y*^^   Bank  ;  and,  if  the  substance  of  the  thinir  prohibited  has 
The  Bank  of  '         '  .        ......     '^  *;         .    . 

£nolano      been  done,  the  form  in  which  it  has  been  done  is  imroa- 

BooYH  Serial.  The  company  provides  funds  for  the  payment  of 
the  bills  accepted  by  Pollard;  they  are,  for  all  substan- 
tial purposes,  the  acceptors ;  being  acceptors,  they  come 
within  the  prohibitory  clause  of  the  Bank  Acts,  and  this 
Court  will  not  suffer  the  privileges,  which  the  legislature 
has  given  to  the  Bank,  to  be  defeated  by  the  shallow 
pretence  that  Pollard  has  accepted  the  bills  in  his  indi- 
vidual capacity,  or  by  the  ingenious  substitution  of  the 
word  **  at"  for  " for;"  a  contrivance  closely  resembling 
the  artifices  which  are  sometimes  resorted  to  by  vendors 
of  spurious  merchandise,  but  which  ought  not  to  have 
been  imitated  by  a  respectable  banking  establishment 

Sir  William  FoUetty  Mr.  Kindersley^  Mr.  WHlcock^  and 
Mr.  Duckworth^  corUrd. 

The  privileges  intended  by  the  legislature  to  be  givea 
to  the  Bank  of  England  are  in  no  way  affected  by  the 
transaction  which  this  motion  seeks  to  restrain.  The 
present  application  is  not  made  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
tecting the  Bank  of  ^ng^/an^Z;  but  it  is  made  from  totally 
different  motives.  The  sole  question  is,  whether  this 
transaction  is  or  is  not  a  violation  of  the  acts  relating  to 
the  Bank,  and  in  particular  of  the  last  act,  4  &  5  ^.  4. 
c.  98.  Whether  it  be  a  direct  infringement  of  the  act 
or  a  fraudulent  evasion  of  it  is  immaterial,  for  in  either 
case  a  court  of  law  may  deal  with  it,  or  a  court  of  equity 
may,  if  it  thinks  fit,  interfere  by  injunction.  But  if  by 
evasion  is  to  be  understood  the  avoiding  the  provisions 
of  an  act  of  parliament,  so  as  not  to  come  within  their 
scope,  this  is  a  proceeding  which  a  court  of  equity  has 
no  more  power  than  a  court  of  law  to  prevent.  If  the 
Plaintiffs  have  no  remedy  at  law,  because  the  provisions 

of 
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of  the  act  have  not  been  violated,  though  they  may  1887. 
have  been  avoided,  or,  as  they  say,  evaded,  neither  can  r^J^n^^^f 
they  have  any  remedy  in  this  Court,  which  has  no  power  Emolavo 
to  extend  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  parliament.  It  is  Booth 
the  office  of  a  court  of  equity  to  soften  the  asperities  of 
the  law  —  not  to  add  to  its  prohibitions  and  aggravate 
its  severity;  and  this  is,  perhaps,  the  first  instance 
in  which  a  court  of  equity  has  been  called  upon  to  ex- 
tend the  penal  provisions  of  an  act  of  parliament.  If 
the  transaction  be  a  borrowing,  owing,  or  taking  up 
of  money,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Bank  Acts,  this 
Court  will  interpose;  but  there  has  been  no  infringe* 
ment  of  those  acts.  Thb  injunction  cannot  be  granted 
unless  the  Defendants  have  been  guilty  of  an  indictable 
offence ;  for,  if  the  act  of  parliament  has  been  violated, 
the  Defendants  are  liable  to  an  indictment.  It  is  said 
that  this  is  an  attempt,  on  the  part  of  the  Defend- 
ants, to  evade  the  act  of  parliament  Their  object  un- 
doubtedly is  so  to  conduct  their  business  as  to  avoid 
the  violation  of  the  act  of  parliament,  if  they  can ;  and, 
if  to  do  that,  be  to  evade  the  act,  it  may  be  admitted 
that  this  is  an  attempt  at  evasion.  The  exclusive  pri- 
vileges of  the  Bank  were  continued  in  acts  of  par- 
liament from  the  6th  of  Anne  down  to  the  7  Qeo.  4. 
c.  46.,  which  act  for  the  first  time  enabled  banks  to  be 
established  by  more  than  six  persons.  That  act  did  not 
extend  to  London^  or  to  places  within  sixty-five  miles  of 
Lcmdm.  By  the  8  &  4  fF.  4.  c.  98.  the  liberty  of 
carrying  on  the  business  of  banking  is  extended,  upon 
certain  conditions,  to  partnerships  consisting  of  more 
than  six  persons  in  London^  or  within  any  distance  from 
London*  These  conditions  impose  great  inconveniences 
upon  banking  establishments.  The  London  joint  stock 
banks  cannot  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  name  of  one  of 
their  officers,  for  that,  it  b  said,  would  be  an  infringe- 
ment of  the  privileges  of  the  Bank.    It  has  been  decided 

that 
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18S7.       that  they  cannot  accept  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  For  a 
Th^^Hlrof  '^**  ^'""^  ^^^^  *'^  months,  for  that  would  be  an  infringe- 
•£^I^k??]>      ment  of  the  privileges  of  the  Bank ;  but  those  privileges 
Booth.       <>ught  not  to  be  stretched  to  an  extent  which  the  lan- 
guage of  the  acts  of  parliament  does  not  warrant. 

Whether  a  foreign  bill  of  exchange  is  within  the 
prohibition  is  still  a  question.  It  is  clear  that  a  foreign 
bill  of  exchange,  drawn  by  a  foreign  bank  upon  a  ixm- 
don  bank  (which  has  money  of  the  foreign  bank  in  its 
hands),  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  it  to  negociate  its 
paper  in  this  country,  can  never  come  into  competition 
with  the  circulating  paper  of  the  Bank  of  England;  and 
the  fair  inference,  therefore,  is  that  it  does  not  fall 
within  the  meaning  of  the  prohibitory  clause  in  the  act9 
of  parliament.  The  Bank  has  the  power,  and^  if  the 
power,  it  has  shewn  that  it  has  the  will  and  the  incli- 
nation, to  throw  every  obstacle  in  the  way  of  joint  stock 
banks,  and  to  prevent  them,  if  possible,  from  carrying 
on  their  business.  It  can  prevent  them  from  suing 
and  being  sued  by  an  officer  of  their  own ;  it  can  pre- 
vent them  from  accepting  a  bill  of  exchange  payable  at 
less  than  six  months;  and  in  this  prohibition  foreign 
bUls  of  exchange,  though  the  point  ^s  undecided,  may, 
perhaps,  be  included.  There  is  no  mode  in  which,  so 
long  as  the  privileges  of  the  Bank  continue,  they  can 
conduct  their  business  upon  an  equality  with  that  cor- 
poration ;  but  if  they  can  find  a  mode  by  which  they  may 
avoid  some  of  the  inconveniences  to  which  they  are  ex- 
posed without  violating  the  acts  of  parliament,  they  have 
a  clear  right  to  avail  themselves  of  it  It  is  not  denied, 
but  avowed,  that  their  object  is  to  get  out  of  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  parliament  if  they  can;  and  they  have  a  right 
to  do  so.  It  could  not  be  the  intention  of  the  legislature, 
when  it  enabled  joint  stock  banks  to  be  established  in 
London^  that  the  privileges  of  the  Bank  should  be  so 

construed 
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c6nstrued  as  to  render  it  impossible  for  such  joint 
stock  banks  to  carry  on  their  business.  It  cannot 
be  disputed  that  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank  had  a 
right  to  act  as  agents  of  the  Canada  bank,  to  make  ad- 
vances for  that  bank,  and  to  pay  its  paper  to  any  amount 
which  they  thought  fit  to  answer. 


.ISSX. 


Th<»BMikor 
England 

Booth. 


Suppose  the  Canada  bank  had  made  their  promis- 
sory'notes  payable  by  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank, 
tliat  might  be  done  without  any  infringement  of  the 
act  of  parliament ;  and  it  is,  in  fact,  the  course  which 
has  been  adopted  by  the  country  banks.  Suppose  the 
bills  of  the  Canada  bank,  instead  of  being  drawn  on 
Mr.  Pollard^  as  manager  of  the  London  Joint  Stock 
Bank,  had  been  drawn  upon  a  merchant  resident  in 
the  City  of  London^  who  thought  .fit  to  accept  them 
upon  a  guarantee  from  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank, 
would  that  have  been  an  infringement  of  the  act  of 
parliament  ?  A  fraudulent  evasion  of  an  act  of  par- 
liament is  an  infringement  of  the  act,  and  will  be  dealt 
with  accordingly  by  a  court  of  law  or  equity.  But 
a  contrivance  to  avoid  the  inconveniences  to  which  a 
class  of  men  are  exposed  by  the  penal  provisions  of 
an  act  of  parliament  is  not  unlawful,  and  cannot  be 
restrained  by  a  court  of  equity,  because  a  court  of 
equity  cannot  extend  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  parlia- 
ment. 


This  joint  stock  company  is  instituted  under  the 
provisions  of  the  S  &  4  W.  4.  c.  98.  Pollard^  the  ma- 
nager, is  not  a  partner  or  shareholder ;  the  deed,  under 
which  the  company  is  established,  provides  that  no 
notes  shall  be  accepted  or  drawn  except  by  the  au- 
thority of  the  directors ;  and,  by  a  resolution  passed  at 
a  meeting  of  the  directors,  authority  was  given  to  Pol- 
tardj  not  to  draw  or  accept  any  bills,  but  only  to 

indorse 
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1897.  indorse  bills,  and  draw  cheques.  A  joint  stock  com- 
_^^^^^^-  pany  is  not  liable  upon  bills  of  exchange  unless  it  has 
Emouutd  given  authority  to  the  drawer  or  acceptor.  Here  the 
Booth.  ^^  ^  drawn  by  the  Canada  bank  upon  PoUardj  who 
has  received  no  authority  from  the  London  Joint  Stock 
Company  to  accept  it.  The  question  is,  whether  the 
London  Joint  Stock  Bank  is  liable  upon  this  bill  of 
exchange;  if  they  are  not,  the  Court  cannot  grant  the 
injunction  sought  by  the  Plaintiffs.  In  this  case  it 
cannot  be  said  that  there  is  an  owing  or  borrowing 
on  the  part  of  the  London  bank,  so  as  to  bring  them 
within  the  prohibitory  clause  of  the  Bank  Acts;  for  the 
terms  of  the  agreement  are,  that  they  actually  make 
advances  to  the  Canada  bank  to  the  extent  of  40,000/. 
beyond  the  assets  they  have  in  their  hands :  they  neither 
accept,  owe,  nor  borrow.  As  to  the  effect  of  die  gua- 
rantee, that  is  another  question ;  the  jguarantee  of  the 
trustees  is,  that  the  fiinds  of  the  London  Joint  Stock 
Bank  shall  be  responsible,  not  the  London  Joint  Stock 
Bank  itself. 

The  conduct  of  the  Bank  in  this  transaction  is  open  to 
much  animadversion.  They  first  call  upon  the  Defend- 
ants so  to  alter  the  bill  as  to  bring  it  within  the  pro- 
hibitory clause ;  and  when  they  fail  in  that,  though  they 
well  knew  that  the  bill  would  be  honoured,  they  protest 
it  for  non-acceptance;  and,  when  the  London  bank 
offered  to  discount  it,  they  at  first  refuse  unless  the  ex- 
pense of  the  protest  is  paid :  when  that  is  refused  by 
the  London  bank,  they  are  content  to  pay  the  expense 
of  the  protest  themselves;  and,  finally,  though  they  had 
received  payment  of  the  bill,  and  abandoned  the  unjusti- 
fiable claim  to  the  expense  of  the  protest,  they  sent  out 
notice  of  the  protest  to  Canada  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
shaking  the  credit  of  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank. 

Unless 
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Unless  the  bolder  of  the  bill  stands  in  the  same  sita-        1 8S7. 

ation  as  if  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank  had  accepted  ^^^^^ 
•      .       ^        .    .  ,  .  1      .  .       *^  The  Bank  o 

It,  the  foundation  upon  which  the  present  motion  rests      Enolamd 

entirely  fails.  Now,  if  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank  were  Booth 
to  refuse  payment  of  the  bill,  the  holder  wonid  have  no 
remedy  against  them,  nor  even  against  the  trustees ;  Po2*- 
lard  individually,  or  the  Canada  bank,  would  be  alone 
liable.  It  is  said,  indeed,  that  the  London  Joint  Stock 
Bank  may  be  sued  upon  this  bill,  but  not  a  single  au- 
thority can  be  cited  in  support  of  that  proposition.  No 
person  can  be  liable  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  unless  he  be 
a  party  named  on  the  bill — '  unless  he  be  the  drawer, 
acceptor,  or  indorser.  In  Thomas  v.  Bishop  {a\  the 
defendant,  who  accepted,  generally,  a  bill  of  exchange 
directed  to  him  as  cashier  of  the  York  Building  Company, 
and  not  as  servant  of  the  company,  was  held  to  be  liable 
in  an  action  brought  against  him  by  the  indorsee.  In 
Leadbitter  v.  Farram  (i),  the  agent  of  a  country  bank 
was  held  to  be  liable  upon  a  bill  drawn  by  him  in  his 
own  name  upon  a  firm  in  London^  which  was  the  same 
firm  as  the  country  bank,  though  the  payee  knew  that 
the  drawer  was  the  agent  of  the  country  bank,  and  acted 
in  that  character.  Lord  EUenborough  in  giving  judgment 
says,  ^^  Is  it  not  the  universal  rule  that  a  man  who 
puts  his  name  to  a  bill  of  exchange  thereby  makes  him- 
self personally  liable,  unless  he  states  upon  the  face  of 
the  bill  that  he  subscribes  it  for  another,  or  by  procura- 
tion of  another  ?  "  So,  where  one  of  several  parties  draws 
a  bill  of  exchange  in  his  own  name,  and  the  proceeds 
are  applied  to  partnership  purposes,  the  partnership  is 
not  liable  in  an  action  upon  the  bill.  Embf  v.  Lf^e  (r), 
Denton  v.  JRodie.  {d)     In  Jackson  v.  Hudson  (^),  the  bill 

was 

(a)  2  Sir.  955.  (rf)  3  Campb.  495. 

(b)  6M.  f  5.345.  {e)  S  Campb.  447. 

(c)  l5Eatt,7. 
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18S7.  was  accepted  by  the  drawee,  and  also  by  another  person 
Th^^anTof  ^'^^  ^^^  purposc  oF guaranteeing  his  credit,  and  the  drawee 
Emglano  was  held  to  be  solely  liable  as  acceptor.  It  is  true  that 
Booth.  ^  ^^™  ™^3^  carry  on  business  in  the  name  of  an  indivi- 
dual partner,  and  then  the  firm  will  be  bound  by  bis 
acts.  South  Carolina  Bank  v.  Case{a)i  Diuxtrrejf  v. 
Gill{b);  but  in  this  case  it  is  not  allied  that  the  Xon- 
don  Joint  Stock  Bank  carried  on  their  business  under 
the  firm  of  George  Pollard,  There  may  also  be  an  im- 
plied authority  to  draw  bills  in  the  name  of  a  partner- 
ship firm,  which  shall  exonerate  the  drawer  from  per- 
sonal liability ;  as  where  the  survivor  of  three  partners 
employed  the  defendant  to  wind  up  the  concerns  of  the 
partnership,  and  the  defendant,  using  the  name  of  the 
firm,  drew  a  bill  of  exchange  upon  a  debtor  to  the  firm, 
which  the  debtor  accepted ;  and  it  was  held  that  be  was 
not  liable  upon  the  bill,  without  proof  that  he  had  no 
authority  to  draw  bills  in  the  name  of  the  firm,  or  that 
he  had  not  acted  bona  Jide.  Wilson  v.  Barthrop.  (r) 
But  there  is  a  distinction  between  joint  stock  companies 
and  other  partnerships ;  for  it  has  been  held,  in  the  last 
case  which  has  been  decided  on  this  subject,  that  there  is 
no  implied  authority  in  a  member  of  a  joint  stock  company 
to  accept  bills  of  exchange  on  the  part  of  the  directors 
and  of  the  company.  Bramah  v.  Roberts*  {d)  If  there 
is  a  doubt  whether  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank  can  be 
sued  or  not  upon  the  acceptance  of  PoUard^  this  is  a 
proper  case  for  a  court  of  law,  and  the  Court  ought  not 
to  interfere  by  injunction. 

Mr.  Pemberton,  in  reply. 

It  has  been  decided  that  the  exclusive  privilege  of 
the  Bank  is  violated,  if  any  banking  establishment,  con- 
sisting 

(a)  bB.^C.  427.  (c)  S  Meei,  4*  Weli.  865. 

{b)  Mo.  ^  Ma,  450.  (<Q  3  Bing,  N,  C.  963. 
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sisting  of  more  than  six  persons,  become  liable  apon  a  1837* 
bill  of  exchange  payable  at  less  than  six  months,  whe-  m/TrnT'^c 
ther  by  drawing,  indorsing,  or  accepting  it.  It  is  fiwGLANi) 
admitted  ihai  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank  cannot  bootr 
direcdy  infringe  the  act  by  accepting  a  bill  of  exchange ; 
and  the  question  is,  whether  a  court  of  equity  will  per- 
mit them  to  do  that  covertly  and  fraudulently,  which 
they  cannot  do  directly.  It  is  argued  that,  unless  they 
can  be  convicted  of  an  indictable  offence,  they  have  a 
right  to  evade  the  provisions  of  the  act,  as  if  the  prin- 
ciple, which  screens  a  smuggler  under  a  penal  act,  were 
applicable  to  a  case  in  which  the  Court  is  called  upon  to 
interfa*e  fiir  the  protection  of  private  rights.  The  acts 
giving  protection  to  the  Bank  of  England  are  not  penal 
acts;  but  they  are  acts  passed  for  giving  effect  to  a  con- 
tract between  the  Bank  and  the  public,  for  which  the 
Bank  paid  a  large  price  to  the  government,  and  by  the 
terms  of  which  every  individual  subject  of  the  kingdom 
is  as  much  bound  as  if  he  had  set  to  it  his  hand  and 
seal.  Every  act  which  confers  exclusive  privileges  upon 
the  Bank  is  founded  upon  this  contract,  and  is  reaily  in 
the  nature  of  a  private  act,  the  Bank  being  as  much 
entitled  to  the  benefits  reserved  in  its  favour,  as  if  it  were 
a  party  to  a  conveyance  containing  covenants  to  the 
same  effect.  The  very  tides  of  the  acts  shew  this :  the 
89  &  40  6.  S.  c.  28.  is  intituled  An  Act  for  establish- 
ing an  agreement  with  the  Governor  and  Company  of 
the  Bank  of  England^  8cc  There  is  a  clause  declaring 
that  it  shall  be  taken  to  be  a  public  act,  which  shews 
that  it  is  in  the  nature  of  a  private  act.  The  7  6. 4. 
c.  46.)  which  enables  banking  co-partnerships  consisting 
of  more  than  sul  persons  to  carry  on  business  at  a  certain 
distance  firom  the  metropolis,  recognises  in  the  Bank  the 
right  of  exclusive  banking,  and  recites  that  the  Governor 
and  Company  liad  consented  to  relinquish  a  portion  of 
their  pri^eges.  The  fifteenth  section  of  that  act»  to 
Vol.  II.  K  k  remove 
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18S7«       remove  any  doubu  that  might  arise  as  to  the  right  of 

J^^^^^-  the  Bank  to  carry  on  banking  business  in  any  part  of 

England     England^  as  well  by  committees  and  agents  as  under  the 

BdoTB.       immediate  direction  of  the  Court  of  Pirectorsi  ffves 

declaratory  powers  to  the  Bank  for  that  purpose* 

If  the  defence  relied  upon  by  the  London  Joint  Stock 
Bank  can  prevailf  there  is  an  end  to  the  exclusive  pri- 
vileges of  the  Bank,  for  promissory  notes  payable  at 
sight  may  as  well  be  issued  by  banking  establishments  as 
bills  of  exchange.  The  defence  is  that,  if  the  letter  of 
the  act  can  be  evaded,  the  Defendants  have  a  right  to  set 
its  spirit  at  defiance ;  but  a  court  of  equity  will  see  that 
the  spirit  of  the  contract  between  the  Bank  and  the  public 
is  maintained*  Now  The  Bank  of  England  v«  Andm-^m 
has  decided  that,  if  the  Defendants  owe  money  upon  the 
billsi  whether  they  can  be  sued  as  drawers,  acceptors, 
or  indorsers  of  the  bill  or  not,  the  owing  is  sufficient  to 
bring  them  within  the  scope  and  meaning  of  the  act 
It  is  repugnant  to  common  sense  to  say  that  this  is  not 
substantially  a  bill  accepted  by  the  London  Joint  Stock 
Bank  through  the  medium  of  their  servant  or  i^gent 
PoUard:  they  find  the  funds  for  paying  it;  they  receive 
a  commission  upon  the  transaction,  which  is  carried  to  the 
account  of  the  company ;  their  engagement  to  pi^  is  not 
a  guarantee,  or  secondary  liability,  but  it  is  a  primary  and 
original  liability*  Even  at  law,  therefore,  if  they  refused 
to  pay,  the  Kingston  Commercial  Bank  might  maintain 
an  action  against  them  upon  thisliill;  and  none  of  the 
authorities,  which  have  been  cited,  shew  the  contrary* 
In  Thomas  v.  Bishop  the  action  was  by  an  iudorsee^  ti 
stranger  to  the  circumstances  of  the  transaction^  against 
the  defendant,  the  cashier  of  the  company,  who  bad 
accepted  generally,  and  who  had  no  right  to  charge  it 
to  the  company  till  he  had  paid  it  himself.  But  the 
Court  said  it  would  have  been  otherwise,  if  the  action 

bad 
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nad  been  by  the  payee  who  was  privy  to  the  trans*       1837. 

action,  and  he  had  tendered  the  bill  as  a  bill  upon  the  Th^anTof 

company.     Thomas  v.  Bishop^  therefore,  is  in  reality  an     Ekolanb 

authority  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiffs.     The  same  prin«>       Bqotii. 

ciple  is  followed  in  the  other  cases.    Wilson  v.  Bartkrop 

shews  that  a  firm  may  be  bound  though  it  does  not 

appear  eo  nomine  upon  the  bill.     In  Bramak  v.  Boberis 

it  did  not  appear  that  the  defendants  had  any  authority 

to  bind  the  company  by  their  acceptance;  here  the 

London  Joint  Stock  Bank  was  in  effect  trading  under 

the  firm  of  George  PoUard^ 

But  if  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank  cannot  be  sued  as 
acceptors  upon  the  bill,  it  is  clear  that  they  owe  money 
upon  it;  and,  if  they  owe  money  upon  it,  they  are  within 
the  prohibitory  clause  in  the  Bank  Acts.  To  owe  upon 
a  bill  is  to  be  liable  for  the  payment  of  it,  and  it  is  im- 
possible to  doubt  the  liability  of  the  Defendants,  though 
they  have  denied  that  liability  upon  their  answer.  One 
of  the  arguments  relied  upon  in  the  case  of  The  Bank 
of  England  v.  Anderson  was,  that  the  acceptors  would 
not  come  within  the  prohibitory  clause,  because  the 
accepted  bills  were  the  bills  of  the  drawers,  and  con-  i 

sequently  not  their  bills ;  but  what  were  the  observations 
of  Qiief  Justice  Tinddl  on  that  argument  ?  **  It  was 
dgected  in  the  third  place,  that  even  if  there  was  a 
borrowing  by  the  Defendants,  they  have  kiot  borrowed 
<on  their  bills;'  and  that  the  statute  prohibits  only 
borrowing  <  on  their  bills  or  notes.'  But  we  are  of 
opinion  that  if  the  bankers  are  to  be  held  borrowers, 
and  the  acceptance  of  the  bill  drawn  upon  them  is  the 
seeurity  tbqr  give  for  the  debt,  they  do^  in  common 
parlanoe,  borrow  on  their  bills  when  they  borrow  on 
their  acceptances.  The  acceptor  is  as  much  a  party 
to  the  bill  as  the  drawer;  indeed,  he  is  the  person 
primarily  liable  on  the  bill,  as  soon  as  he  becomes  a 
Kk  2  party 
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18S7.       party  to  it  by  giving  his  acceptance.     But,  after  all, 

m^^"^  t  ^h®  expression  both  in   the   statute  of  Anne  and  the 

England     subsequent  acts,   of  *  their  bills   or  notes '   may  only 

Booth  ^*^®  ^^^  "^^  *°  distinguish  them  from  the  bills  or 
notes  of  the  Bank  oi  England;  and  if  the  interpretation 
of  the  statute  could  be  otherwise  held,  what  an  oppor- 
tunity would  be  afibrded  for  evading  the  prohibition  in 
th^  statute."  Now,  the  Defendants  avow  their  intention 
of  evading  the  act,  or  of  avoiding  its  provisions ;  and  the 
distinction,  if  any,  between  **  evading"  and  *^  avoiding" 
is  one  which  can  receive  no  sanction  in  a  court  of 
equity.  Whether  they  infringe  the  letter  of  the  act  or 
not,  they  violate  its  spirit,  and  that  is  a  violation  which 
a  court  of  equity  will  not  permit.  The  collateral  en- 
gagement of  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank  to  pay  the 
bill  gives  the  same  credit  to  it  as  if  their  names  were 
upon  it :  their  avowed  purpose  is  to  give  a  credit  to  such 
bills  of  exchange  as  the  law  has  said  shall  not  be  given 
to  them,  and  that  is  a  purpose  which  this  Court  will  re- 
strain them  from  carrying  into  effect. 


June  16.  The  Master  qftke  Rolls. 

The  object  of  the  motion  made  by  the  Bank  of  JEng- 
land  in  this  case  is,  to  restrain  the  London  Joint  Stock 
Bank  from  borrowing,  owing,  or  taking  up,  in  England 
any  sum  or  sums  of  money  on  their  bills  of  exchange, 
payable  on  demand,  or  at  any  less  time  than  six  months 
from  the  borrowing  thereof. 

The  London  Joint  Stock  Bank  is  a  partnership  con* 
sbting  of  more  than  six  persons,  who  carry  on  the  busi- 
ness of  bankers  in  London.  Mr.  George  PoUard  ia  their 
manager,  but  is  not  a  partner  or  shareholder. 


The 
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The  Commercial  Bank  of  the  Midland  district  is  a  1837. 

banking  partnership,  carrying  on  business  at  Kingston  in  -t^d^^  c 

Upper  Canada.     Mr.  John  S.  Cattwright  is  their  presi-  Emglamb 

dent,  and  JF.  A.  Harper  is  their  cashier*  Booth. 

In  the  spring  of  18S7,  the  Commercial  Bank  desired 
to  employ  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank  as  their  London 
agents,  and  to  obtain  from  them  advances  of  money  to  a 
large  amount,  and  for  that  purpose  to  draw  upon  them 
bills  of  exchange  sixty  days  after  sight. 

The  London  Joint  Stock  Bank,  conceiving  that  to 
accept  such  bills  might  be  a  violation  of  the  privileges 
enjoyed  by  the  Bank  of  England^  and,  having  been  ap- 
prised by  the  Bank  of  England  that  it  would  be  so  con- 
sidered (by  letter,  dated  the  6th  of  Mai/,  18 87,  and  ad- 
dressed by  Pollard  to  Harper),  proposed  to  the  Com- 
mercial Bank  to  adopt  either  of  these  two  expedients ; 
first,  that  the  Commercial  Bank  should  issue  promissory 
notes,  payable  at  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank;  qf 
secondly,  that  the  Commercial  Bank  should  draw  upon 
*^  George  Pollard,  manager  of  the  London  Joint  Stock 
Bank,  JLondon ; "  and  that  the  due  payment  of  the 
manager's  acceptances  should  be  guaranteed  by  the 
London  Joint  Stock  Bank. 

In  answer  to  these  proposals,  the  Commercial  Bank 
in  a  letter,  dated  the  21st  of  June,  1837,  and  addresssed 
by  Harper  to  Pollard,  expressed  themselves  as  follows : 
<<  The  Board  have  also  taken  into  consideration  both  the 
modes  you  propose  for  valuing  on  you  so  as  not  to  come 
within  the  power  of  the  act  in  favour  of  the  Bank  of 
England,  and  prefer  that  of  drawing  on  you,  as  manager, 
at  sixty  days  sight,  being  the  dates  at  which  bills  are 
commonly  negotiated,  and  which  the  public  would  pre- 
fer. Such  being  their  decision,  please  send  me  the 
Kk  S  guarantee 
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18S7.       guarantee  of  your  bank  to  protect  the  drafts  of  the  pre- 
sident of  this  institution. 

In  anticipation  of  the  guarantee  being  sent,  John  & 
Cartmighty  the  president  of  the  Commercial  Bank,  drew 
upon  George  Pollard  a  bill  of  exchange,  which  was  ex- 
pressed as  follows :  — 

"  lOOOl.  sterling.  Kingston,  Upper  CanadOf  25th  Jtd^^ 
1837.  Sixty  days  after  sight,  pay  this,  my  first  of  ex- 
change (second  and  third  unpaid)  to  the  order  o(  F.  A 
Harper,  cashier,  the  sum  of  lOOOi  sterling  value  received, 
which  place  to  account  of  the  Commercial  Bank,  Mid- 
land district,  with  or  without  further  advice.  John  S. 
Cartwright,  president,  to  George  Pollard,  Esq.,  manager, 
London,  Joint  Stock  Banlc,  London.^* 

About  the  time  when  tliis  bill  was  drawn  in  Canada, 
the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank  received  the  letter  of  the 
Si  St  of  June^  containing  the  information  that  the  Com- 
mercial Bank  preferred  the  mode  of  valuing  by  drawing 
bills  on  George  Pollard,  as  manager;  and  thereupon,  by 
letter  dated  the  29th  oi  July,  18S7,  and  addressed  by 
Boyle,  their  secretary,  to  the  president  and  directors  of 
the  Commercial  Bank,  they  communicated  to  the  Com- 
mercial Bank  their  approbation  of  the  mode  of  drawing 
which  the  Commercial  Bank  had  selected,  and  sent  to 
Canada  a  guarantee  signed  by  six  trustees,  and  ex- 
pressed as  follows :  — • 

"  To  the  Commercial  Bank  of  the  Midland  district^ 
Upper  Canada,  London,  26th  J%18S7.  Gentlemen. — In 
consideration  of  your  keeping  a  banking  account  with 
the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank,  we,  as  trustees  of  the  com- 
pany, hereby  engage  that  the  capital  stock  and  ftinds  of 
the  company  shall  be  liable  to  you  for,  and  shall  make 

good 


The  Bank  of 
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»         « 

good  to  you  any  balance  that  may  become  due  to  you 

on  your  current  or  other  account  with  it;  and  that  the 

said  London  Joint  Stock  Bank  will  provide  on  your  be-    ^England' 

half  the  necessary  funds  to  pay  at  maturity  all  such  bills       ^^ 

as  may  be  drawn  by  your  bank  upon,  and  accepted  by 

Mr*  George  PoUard,  manager  of  the  said  London  Joint 

Stock  Bank.    We  are,  &c."   Signed  by  six  trustees. 

They  also  sent  to  the  Commercial  Bank  the  form  of 
an  agreement  (which  in  the  month  of  Septernber  follow- 
ing was  duly  signed),  whereby  the  Commercial  Bank 
agreed  to  pay  to  the  trustees  of  the  company  on  demand 
such  sums  of  money  as  might  at  any  time  be  due  from 
them  to  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank ;  and  advertise- 
ments, stating  the  connection  between  the  two  com-* 
panics,  but  not  adverting  to  the  peculiar  nature  of  this 
arrangement  as  to  bills  of  exchange,  were  published. 

The  bill  of  the  25th  oijvly^  1837,  was  received  by 
the  Bank  of  England  about  the  end  of  Septembery  and 
was  presented  for  acceptance  on  the  2d  of  October;  and 
was  then  accepted  by  Mr.  Pollard  in  the  manner  and 
form  following :  — 

^<  Accepted  2d  October^  1837}  at  the  London  Joint 
Stock  Bank.     George  Pollard." 

The  Bank  of  England  objected  to  the  form  of  this 
acceptance.  Mr.  Pollard  refused  to  alter  it,  and  after 
some  discussion  the  bill  was  paid  under  discount. 

The  London  Joint  Stock  Bank,  however,  now  carry 
on,  and  claim  to  be  entitled  to  carry  on  their  business 
as  agents  of  the  Commercial  Bank  in  Canada;  and  they 
make,  and  claim  to  be  entitled  to  make,  advances  to  the 
last-mentioned  bank,  upon  or  by  means  of  bills  of  ex- 
change, 
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18S7.       change,  drawn  on  George  PoUardj  and  accepted  by  him 

y^y^^^  under  the  arranfi^ment  and  guarantee  before  mentioned ; 

England     and  the  only  alteration  made,  or  proposed  to  be  made, 

„  **  in  the  form  of  the  bill,  is  to  .omit  the  word  ''  manager  " 

in  the  address  to  George  Pollard. 

The  question  is,  whether  this  course  of  proceedmg  is 
legal  under  the  Bank  Acts,  the  last  of  which  is  the 
statute  3  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  98. 

The  third  section  of  the  act  permits  any  partnership 
(although  consisting  of  more  than  six  persons)  to  carry 
on  the  business  of  banking  in  London^  provided  that 
such  partnership  do  not,  during  the  continuance  of  the 
privileges  of  the  Bank  of  England^  borrow,  owe,  or  take 
up  in  England  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  on  their  bills 
or  notes  payable  on  demand,  or  at  any  time  less  than 
six  months  from  the  borrowing  thereof. 

The  effect  of  that  clause  was  much  considered  in  the 
case  of  the  Bank  of  England  v.  Anderson^  and,  not  being 
aware  of  any  reason  for  doubting  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Fleas  in  that  case,  I  must,  on  the 
present  occasion,  assume  that  it  was  rightly  decided. 
And  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank  being  a  partnership 
consisting  of  more  than  six  persons,  and  carrying  on 
the  business  of  banking  in  London^  and  the  bills  which 
are  accepted  by  George  Pollard  in  the  course  of  the 
dealing  before  described,  being  payable  sbcty  days  after 
sight,  the  question  seems  reduced  to  this ;  whether,  in 
the  course  of  this  dealing,  and  in  respect  of  bills  so 
accepted,  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank  do  or  do  not 
owe  money  in  England  on  their  bills. 

As  the  Bank  Acts  were  made  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
effect  to  an  agreement  between  the  Bank  of  England  and 

the 
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the  public,  for  which  valuable  consideration  was  given         1887. 

by  the  Bank,  they  must  be  construed,  and  effect  must    xheBankof 

be  given  to  them,  according  to  the  intent  and  meaning  of      Emoland 

them,  so  far  as  the  intent  and  meaning  can  be  discovered        Booth. 

by  fair  and  just  construction.    And  it  must  be  observed, 

as  was  argued  for  the  Plaintiffs,  that,  if  the  expedient 

which  has  in  this  case  been  adopted  for  evading  the 

statute  should  be  successful,  there  seems  to  be  no  reason 

why  the  Defendants,  the  Londoji  Joint  Stock  Bank, 

might  not,  in  the  name  of  their  agent  Mr.  Pollard^  issue 

promissory  notes  payable  on  demand  to  any  amount; 

and  it  would  not  be  difficult  to  suggest  indirect  means 

by  which  such  notes  might  be  made  to  circulate  on  the 

credit  of  the  company. 

It  is  admitted,  on  behalf  of  the  London  Joint  Stock 
Bank,  that  their  object  has  been,  and  is,  to  avoid  the 
provisions  of  the  Bank  Acts.  They  allege  that  accepting 
bills  in.  the  manner  before  described  is  not  within  the 
strict  letter  and  meaning  of  the  act ;  that  they  have  a 
right  to  do  every  thing  which  is  not  strictly  and  directly 
forbidden ;  and  their  argument  is  that,  as  the  London 
Joint  Stock  Bank  are  not  by  that  name,  and  in  that 
character,  parties  to  the  bills,  the  bills  are  not  ^*  theirs," 
and  they  do  not  owe  money  upon  them. 

But  admitting  that  an  indorsee,  a  stranger  to  the 
transactions  and  arrangement  between  the  London  Joint 
Stock  Bank  and  the  Commercial  Bank,  who  had  not 
received  the  bill  on  the  credit  of  the  London  Joint  Stock 
Bank,  would  have  no  right  to  consider  the  London  Joint 
Stock  Bank  as  acceptors  or  parties  to  the  bill,  the  ques- 
tion is  not  thereby  disposed  of. 

It  is  to  be  considered  what  is  the  relation  between 
Mr.  PoUardy  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank,  and  the 

Commercial 
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1837.       Commercial  Bank,  in  these  transactions  and  in  respect 

Jj;^V^    of  these  bills. 
The  Bank  of 

£nOL4MO 

Boora  PoUard  is  a  mere  agent  without  any  personal  inters; 

his  office  is  to  do  something  by  which  the  two  banks  are 
enabled  to  transact  their  business  together  in  the  manner 
they  desire ;  he  does  this  by  the  authority)  and  for  the 
profitf  of  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank ;  he  was  never 
meant  to  be  primarilyi  if  at  all,  liable  to  the  Comroerdal 
Bank,  the  drawers  of  the  bills ;  as  between  him  and 
them,  he  has  entered  into  no  contract  to  pay.  He  and 
they  rely  on  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank,  who  have 
not  contracted  to  become  liable  in  case  of  his  failure  to 
pay,  but  have  contracted  to  provide  funds  for  payment 
of  the  bills  accepted  by  him  at  maturity.  They  do  that 
which  would  belong  to  them  or  be  their  duty  as  acceptors ; 
and  the  bills  are  avowedly  drawn  in  the  transaction,  and 
for  the  purposes  of  their  business  as  agents  and  corres- 
pondents of  the  Commercial  Bank ;  and  under  these 
circumstances  1  think,  that  the  bills  may  without  impro* 
priety  or  any  strain  of  language  be  called  their  bills. 
Their  names  are  not  upon  the  bills  as  parties :  but  they 
are  the  persons  who  authorised  the  drawing — authorised 
the  acceptance — are  bound  to  provide  for  the  payment-^ 
and  are  entitled  to  the  profit  arising  from  the  acceptance 
and  payment  I  have  no  doubt  that  they  consider  these 
bills  as  their  bills,  at  least  in  the  sense  of  their  having  to 
provide  funds  for  paying  them ;  and  for  the  purposes  of 
the  Bank  Acts,  I  think  that  the  law  must  also  consider 
the  bills  to  be  theirs. 

It  appears  to  me,  also,  that  they  owe  money  upon  the 
bills  when  accepted ;  for,  although  they  are  not  parties, 
and  may  not  be  liable  to  an  indorsee,  who  has  not 
received  the  bills  on  their  credit,  yet,  as  regards  the 
drawers,  they  are  under  an  obligation  to  do  that  which 

is 
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U  ^uivalent  to  pnymen^  namely,  to  provide  the  funds       .1837. 
toenaUetheiriigenttopfiy,  Their  obligation  arises  upon  ^^^^^ 
the  acoqitancQ  by  their  agent ;  tbey  then  owe  or  become     Eholawo 
liable  to  p^y  (in  this  ease  the  expressions  are  equivalent)      booW 
the  sum  which  is  due  on  the  bills*    In  all  transactions 
and  accounts  between  the  two  banks,  the  esistenoe  of 
of  this  obligation  or  liability  must  undoubtedly  be  recog* 
maed ;  and»  for  neglect  of  the  duty  which  they  thus  con^ 
traqt  to  parformi  they  are  answerable  to  the  drawers* 

It  was  argued,  indeed,  that  the  London  Joint  Stock 
Bank,  not  being  parties  to  the  bill,  cannot  be  siied  upon 
the  bills  themselves,  and  for  that  reason  cannot  be 
deemed  to  owe  money  upon  the  bills;  that  the  engage- 
ment to  provide  the  money  for  payment  is  collateral, 
and  an  obligation  upon  that  collateral  agreement  is  no 
obligation  upon  the  bills. 

I  do  not|  however,  think  it  necessary  to  give  any 
opinion  upon  the  question,  whether  the  London  Joint 
Stock  Bank  can  be  sued  directly  upon  such  bills  as 
these  or  not. 

For  the  reasons  I  have  stated,  it  appears  to  me  that 
they  owe  money  on  the  bills;  and  I  think  that  this  con- 
clusion is  in  no  way  affected  by  the  form  of  the  action 
or  suit  in  which  tbey  might  be  compelled  to  satisfy  their 
obligation. 

On  the  whole,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
privileges  to  which  the  Bank  of  England  is  entitled  by 
virtue  of  their  agreement  with  the  public,  confirmed  by 
the  statutes,  are  violated  by  such  acceptances  as  have 
been  made  in  this  case ;  and  that  an  injunction  ought  to 
be  awarded. 


Let 
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1857.  Let  an  injunction  be  awarded  to  restnun  the  sodetjr 

'T^'^^f  ^^  partnership  called  the  London  Joint  Stock  Bank,  and 
England  every  partner  therein,  and  the  Defendant  George  Pot' 
Booth.  ^^  ^^^  every  clerk,  servant,  or  agent  of  the  same 
partnership,  from  accepting,  or  causing  to  be  accepted, 
in  the  name  of  the  said  partnership,  or  in  the  name  of 
the  siud  George  PoUardj  or  any  other  name  on  behalf  of 
the  said  partnership  in  the  course  of  their  banking  trans- 
actions, any  bill  or  bills  of  exchange  payable  on  demand, 
or  at  any  less  time  than  ax  months  from  the  acceptance 
thereof. 


LUCAS  V.  BOND. 


npHE  decision  in  this  case  (jiipra,  p.  156.)  was  ap- 
-'-   pealed  from,  and  affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor. 


REPORTS 


OF 


CASES 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED  18^8. 

IN 

THE  ROLLS  COURT. 


Ex  parte  CHAMBERS,  In  re  WILTON.  1833. 

In  the  Cause  of  DUFFIELD  i;.  ELWES. 

TTTR.  HENR  Y  WILTON  was  admitted  and  enrolled  Where  a 

^^  as  an  attorney  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  on  ^^SL? " 

the  17th  oiMay  1810,  and  a  solicitor  in  the  Court  of  take  oat  hib 

Chancery  on  the  5th  of  June  following.     He  did  not  ^^^  ^an  a' 

practise  as  an  attorney  or  solicitor  until  the  21st  of  If^^  admis- 

April  18  ID  no  case 
necea8aiy,(the 
words  **  null  and  yoid,"  as  applied  to  his  admission  in  the  57  O.  J.  c.90«  #.3i.  being 
used  in  a  qualified  sense),  and  re-admission  will  restore  him  to  a  capacity  to  prac- 
tise, unless  he  has  been  guilty  of  some  fraud  in  procuring  it. 

Whether  r&>ad mission  is  necessary,  in  a  case  where  an  attorney  or  solicitor  has 
not  taken  out  his  certificate  nor  practised  for  more  than  a  year  after  his  admission, 
qvate. 

A  nio^ton,  on  behalf  of  a  person  who  had  obtained  an  order  for  the  taxation  of 
his  solicitor's  bills  of  costs,  to  discharge  that  order,  and  to  have  it  declared  that 
his  solicitor  was  incapable  of  acting  as  such  under  the  39  G,  3.  c.  90.,  and  con- 
sequently not  entitled  to  claim  his  bills  of  costs,  was  held  to  be  open  to  objection, 
(if  properly  taken),  for  irregularitjr ;  the  Court  considering  that  such  an  application 
ought  to  have  been  made  by  petition* 

Vol,  II.  L I 
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1888.       April  181S,  when,  for  the  first  time^  and  without  being 
^T^^T     re-admitted,  he  took  out  his  certificate*     He  afterwards 

Ex  parte 

Chambeks,  practised,  and  continued  to  do  so,  and  to  take  out  his 
/»rff  Wilton,  certificate,  though  not  quite  regularly,  till  the  year 
1820,  the  period,  for  which  his  last  certificate  was 
taken  out,  expiring  on  the  12th  of  Naoember  in  that 
year.  From  that  time,  till  January  1826,  he  ceased  to 
practise  or  to  take  out  his  certificate.  He  was  re-ad- 
mitied  an  attorney  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in 
Trinity  term  1828,  about  two  years  and  a  half  before 
he  resumed  his  practice.  On  the  lOth  otjune  1826,  he 
took  out  his  certificate  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
and  about  the  same  time  was  admitted  an  attorney  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.  On  the  16th  of  November 
1826,  he  was  re-admitted  a  solicitor  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery;  and  shortly  afterwards  he  was  employed  by 
Abraham  Henry  Chambers^  as  his  attorney  and  solicitor 
in  matters  relating  to  the  bankruptcy  of  Chambers;  and 
in  the  course  of  these  transactions,  he  procured  several 
warrants  of  attorney,  and  other  instruments,  to  be  ex- 
ecuted by  Mr.  Chambers^  as  securities  for  costs.  He 
took  out  his  certificate  regularly  during  the  continuance 
of  the  transactions  in  question. 

In  Hilary  term  1837,  a  rule  was  obtained,  on  behalf 
of  Mr.  Chambers^  in  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench,  calling 
upon  Mr.  WiUon  to  shew  cause,  why  tlie  securities  for 
costs  which  he  had  procured  from  Mr.  Chambers  should 
not  be  vacated.  This  rule  was  argued  and  made  abso- 
lute in  the  following  Michaelmas  term,  the  Court  being 
of  opinion,  that  Mr.  Wiltan*s  re-admission  in  1823,  was 
void,  on  the  ground  that  no  certificate  had  been  taken 
out  upon  his  re-admission,  nor  in  fact,  for  more  than 
one  year  afterwards,  (a)    On  the  22d  of  October  1836, 

Mr. 
(a)  WUtan  v.  Chamben,  S  Vev.  ^  Per.  B9S. 
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Mr.  Ckdmben  obtained  nn  order  in  this  Court  for  the       1838. 
taution  of  Mr.  WiUorfs  bills  of  costs;  a  motion  was    ^"^T^^^ 

Ex  ptfrftf 

now  made^  oh  behalf  of  Mr.  Chambers^  to  discharge  that    Chambsas, 
order,  and  to  have  it  declared,  that  Mr.  WiUon's  re-  ^"^WtttoK. 
admission  as  a  solicitor  of  this  Court  in  November  1826, 
was  Toid,  and  that  Mr.  Wilian  was  incapable  of  acting 
as  a  solicitor. 

Mr.  PemberUm^  Mr.  Tentple^  and  Mr.  Dixon^  in  sup- 
port of  the  motion,  relied  upon  affidavits,  shewing  tiiat 
Mr.  Chambers  and  his  solicitor,  at  the  time  of  obtain* 
ing  the  order  of  the  22d  of  October  1886,  were  ignorant 
of  the  fiicts,  by  reason  of  which,  Mr.  Wilton  was,  as  they 
contended,  incapable  of  acting  as  a  solicitor  during  the 
period  he  was  employed  by  Mr.  Chambers^  and  conse-  • 
quentiy  not  entided  to  recover  any  costs  or  remunera- 
tion in  respect  of  such  employment  The  admission  of 
Mr.  WiUon  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  the  year 
1810,  gave  him  an  inchoate  right  to  be  admitted  as  an 
attorney  or  solicitor  in  any  otiier  Court,  which  he  might 
have  perfected  by  taking  out  his  certificate  within  a  year 
after  his  admission,  in  compliance  with  the  37  G.  S. 
c.  90.  If  the  admission  which  he  obtained  in  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench  was  void,  the  admission  which  he  ob- 
tained in  this  Court,  and  which  was  founded  upon  his 
original  admission,  must  be  equally  void.  The  prin- 
cipal provisions  of  the  37  G.  3.  c.  90.,  relating  to  the 
admission  of  attorneys  and  solicitors,  were  comprised  in 
the  twenty-shcth,  thirtieth,  and  thirty-first  sections.  The 
twenty-sixth  section  enacted,  that  every  person  admitted, 
sworn,  enrolled,  or  registered  as  an  attorney  or  solicitor 
in  any  of  his  Majesty's  Courts  at  Westminster^  or  in  any 
other  pourt  in  England  holding  pleas,  should  annually 
between  the  Ist  of  N&vembef  and  the  end  of  Michaelmas 
term  then  next  followmg,  during  such  time  as  he  should 
continue  to  practise  in  any  of  the  said  Courts*  or  before 

LI  2  such 
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18S8.  snch  person  should  commence,  carry  on,  or  defend  any 
^^JPv""^^  action  or  suit,  or  any  proceedings  whatsoever,  in  any  of 
Chambers,  the  said  Courts,  deliver  in  to  the  commissioners  ap- 
/nrff  Wilton,  pointed  to  manage  the  duties  on  stamps,  a  note  contwn- 
ing  his  name  and  place  of  residence,  in  order  to  obtain 
a  certificate.  The  thirtieth  section  imposed  a  penalty 
upon  any  person  who  should  act  as  an  attorney  or  soli- 
citor without  a  certificate;  and  the  thirty-first  section 
enacted  as  follows,  '*  that  every  person  admitted,  sworn, 
enrolled,  or  registered  in  any  of  the  said  Courts,  who  shall 
neglect  to  obtain  his  certificate  thereof,  in  the  manner  be- 
fore directed,  for  the  space  of  one  whole  year,  shall  from 
thenceforth  be  incapable  of  practising  in  his  own  name^ 
or  in  the  name  of  any  other  person,  in  any  of  the  said 
Courts,  by  virtue  of  such  admission,  entry,  enrolmoit, 
or  register;  and  the  admission,  entry,  enrolment,  or 
register  of  such  person,  in  any  of  the  said  Courts, 
shall  be  from  thenceforth  null  and  void;  provided 
always,  that  nothing  hereinbefore  contained,  shall  be 
construed  to  prevent  any  of  the  said  Courts,  firom  re- 
admitting any  such  person,  on  payment, to  the  said 
commissioners  of  the  duty  accrued  since  the  expiration 
of  the  last  certificate  obtained  by  such  person,  and  such 
further  sum  of  money  by  way  of  penalty,  as  the  said 
Court  shall  think  fit  to  order  and  direct*'  Mr.  WiUon 
having  neglected  to  take  out  his  certificate,  for  three 
years  after  his  original  admission,  that  admission,  and, 
by  consequence,  the  admission  which  he  obtained  in 
the  following  month  in  this  Court,  was  void.  His  re- 
admission  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  1823,  had, 
by  the  decision  of  that  Court,  been  declared  void,  by 
reason  of  his  not  having  taken  out  a  certificate  within 
one  year  after  the  re-admission.  WiUan  v.  Vhambers.  {a) 
The  Court  was  not,  in  that  case,  called  upon  to  decide 

upon 
(a)  ^  Nev.  i  Per.Z92. 
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upon,  the  invalidity  of  the  original  admission;  biit  the        1888. 
very  term  *^re*admission"  was,  in  fact,  an  improper  one,     ^'^V^*' 
the .  original  admission  being,  by  the  failure  of  Mr.     Chambers, 
WiUon  to  take  out  his  certificate  in  compliance  with  the  ■^"''^Wiltok. 
statute^  a  mere  nullity.     If  the  rule  of  law,  which  had 
been  determined  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  was  to 
prevail,  the  re-admission  of  Mr.  WiUon  in  thb  Court, 
must  follow  the  fftte  of  that  which  has  been  pronounced 
invalid  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.    The  affidavit 
upon  which  he  was  re-admitted  here,  stated  that  he 
regularly  took  out  his  certificates,  from  the  time  of  his 
admission  until  the  year  1820,  a  mis-statement  which 
would,  of  itself,  be  sufficient  to  invalidate  his  re-admis- 
sion, even  if  there  were  any  doubt  as  to  its  invalidity, 
upon  the  ground  of  its  being  affected  by  the  operation 
of  the  statute. 

In  Ex  parte  Nicholas  (a),  it  was  held  by  Sir  Vicary 
GibbSf  that  the  admission  of  an  attorney,  who  had 
neglected  to  take  out  his  certificate  for  one  whole  year 
after  his  admission,  was  absolutely  void.  It  is  true  that 
in  Ex  parte  Jones  (A),  Mr.  Justice  Parke  expressed  an 
opinion,  that  an  attorney,  who  had  not  practised  for  more 
than  a  year  after  his  admission,  and  had  omitted  to  take 
out  his  certificate,  required  no  re-admission.  But  that 
was  an  ex  parte  application ;  no  case  was  cited,  and  the 
observation  which  fell  from  the  Judge,  cannot  be  con- 
sidered, as  over-rulmg  an  express  decision,  to  which  his 
attention  was  not  directed.  Such  was  the  view  of  Ex 
parte  Jones  taken  by  Lord  Denman^  in  delivering  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  in  Wilton  v.  Chambers,  {c)  And  in 
HiUeary  v.  Hungaie  (d),  Mr.  Justice  Littledale,  referring 

to 

ia)6Taun$.40S.;wd9Mank*        ic)9Nev.4f  Per.400.    .  ,  , 
1S5.  {(0  3DowLP.C.6U 

{b)2Dowl.P.C.4Sl. 
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18S8.       to  £r  parie  JoneSf  though  he  certainly  eniieiieJ 
^"^^^^^    cancurrence  in  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Paries  ob- 
CHAMBSBSy   served,  that  he  could  not  consider  that  case  as  ofer- 
/n  w  WiLTOK.  y^jjjg  ^^  decuion  of  the  full  Coort  of  Common  Pleas 
in  Ex  parte  Nicholas^ 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Jamei  Bussdl^  amhrd. 

This  is  a  motion,  seeking  to  rescmd  an  order,  obtabed 
by  the  party  himself  who  makes  the  application,  and 
calling  upon  the  Court  for  a  declaration,  that  Mr. 
Wiltoffs  re-admission  in  this  Court  was  void,  the  effect 
of  which  will  be^  to  deprive  him  of  all  title  to  remunera- 
tion for  the  services  which  he  has  performed  for  Mr. 
Chambers.  Such  an  application  ought  not  to  be  made 
by  motion,  but  by  a  petition  in  the  cause,  (iilly  stating  all 
the  circumstances  upon  which  it  is  founded,  and  shew- 
ing distinctly,  the  grounds  upon  which  the  Court  is  asked 
to  make  a  declaration,  which,  even  if  it  could  be  sup- 
ported by  technical  reasons,  is  manifestly  contrary  to  the 
justice  of  the  case.  The  acts  expressly  enacted  for  the 
regulation  of  attorneys  and  solicitors,  are  the  2  6. 2.  c.2S. 
and  the  12  G.2.  c.  13. ;  the  act  of  the  37  6.  3.  c.  90. 
which  is  relied  upon  by  the  other  side,  being  an  act  for 
the  imposition  of  duties  on  the  admission  of  attorneys 
and  solicitors,  its  provisions  which  are  merely  fiscal, 
are  not  to  be  so  construed  as  to  encroach  on  the 
rights  of  attorneys  and  solicitors,  once  admitted,  further 
than  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal  purposes.  All  the 
cases  shew  that  such  is  the  construction  which  has  been 
put  upon  the  provisions  of  this  act 

In  Coren  v.  Sharpe  (a),  it  was  held,  that  an  attorney 
who  had  been  disqualified  fi*om  practising  by  omitting 
to  take  out  his  certificate,  and  had  obtabed  a  rule  of 

coort 

(a)  lM.iJd.5B6. 
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coart  for  bis  r^admiaMon,  might  maintain  an  actioni  for  1888. 

business  done  after  be  obtained  the  rule^  but  before  be  ^^"^^^^ 

bad  caiised  bis  re-«dmission  to  be  entered  at  the  Master's  Cham bbep, 

office.    It  is  clear  from  that  decision,  that  the  admission  ^"  ^'^i^'rov. 
of  an  attorney  after  failure  to  take  out  his  certificate 
for  a  year,  is  not  absolutely  null  and  void,  but  only  in  a 
qualified! 


In  HodJcinson  v.  Mayor  (a),  an  attorney,  \vho  had 
neglected  to  obtain  his  certificate,  was  held  not  to  be 
liable  to  the  penalty  imposed,  by  the  7th  section  of  the 
12  G,  2.  c.  ISt,  for  practising  in  the  County  Court 

In  Ex  parte  Matson  (c),  it  was  held,  that  an  attorney 
who  discontinued  to  practise,  after  his  last  certificate  bad 
expired,  might  be  re-admitted  without  payment  of  any 
arrears  of  duty,  or  any  fine,  the  word  "  neglect"  in  the 
thirty-first  section  of  the  37  G.  8,  c.  90,  being  held  to 
mean  ^*  culpable  neglect*' 

In  the  case  oi  In  re  Hodgson  v,  Bjoss{c\  the  Court 
held,  that  a  person  who  had  been  examined,  sworn,  and 
admitted  as  an  attorney,  but  who  was  off  the  rolls,  by 
reason  of  his  not  having  taken  out  his  certificate  for  one 
whole  year,  was  not  an  unqualified  person  within  the 
meaning  of  the  eleventh  section  of  the  22  G.  2.  c.  46.,  so 
as  to  subject  him  to  the  penal  provisions  of  that  act,  for 
practising  in  the  name  of  another  attorney.  The  Court 
gave  no  opinion  as  to  the  case  in  which  an  attorney 
might  have  been  struck  off  the  rolls  for  misconduct, 
but  all  the  Judges  concurred,  in  holding  that  the  words 
<<  null  and  void,"  in  the  37  G.  3.,  must  be  taken  with 
some  qualification.      It  is  said  that  the  term  <*  re- 


(a)  1  Nev.  4  P0r.997.  (c)  3  Ad.  4^  Mil.  824. 

{b)  Sj}owi.tByL%3S. 
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admission,"  is  an  improper  one  as  applied  to  Mr. 
WiUoris  re-«dmission  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench^ 
CuAMBEM,    the  validity  of  which   was  the  subject  of  discussicm 
/«»  Wilton,  Jjj  jfYftw  v.  Chambers^  because  the  original  admission 
was  a  mere  nullity.      But  is  not  the  term  *'  re-ad- 
mission/' the  term  used  in  the  statute,  and  is  it  not 
a  sounder  argument  to  contend,  that  because  this  is  the 
term  used  in  the  statute,  the  original  admission  was 
never  meant  to  be  made  a  mere  nullity,  and  to  become 
absolutely  void  ?  The  case  of  Ex  parte  Jones  shews  that 
re-admission  is  unnecessary,  where  the  party  admitted 
has  never  taken  out  a  certificate,  and  never  attempted 
to  practise  without  a  certificate.     Re-admission  is  only 
necessary,  where  the  attorney  or  solicitor  has  taken  out 
a  certificate  or  certificates,  and  practised,  and  has  after- 
wards discontinued  to  do  so.     It  is  with  reference  to 
that  case  only,  that  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  in 
Wilton  V.  Chambers^  decided  as  to  the  invalidity  of  a 
readmission  not  followed  by  taking  out  a  certificate,  no 
question  whatever  having  been  raised  as  to  the  validity 
of  an  original  admission  not  so  followed.     If  however, 
the  Court  should  be  of  opinion,  that  re-admission  is 
necessary,  where  there  has  been  an  omission  to  take 
out  a  certificate  for  more  than  a  year,  the  statute  would 
apply  as  well  to  such  an  omission  in  the  first  year  after 
the  attorney  or  solicitor  has  been  admitted,  as  to  an 
omission  in  any  subsequent  year;  and  it  could  never 
have  been  intended  to  place  an  attorney  or  solicitor,  who 
had  never  taken  out  his  certificate,  in  a  worse  situation 
than  one  who  had  taken  out  his  certificate,  and  afterwards 
discontinued  to  do  so.     As  to  the  statement  in  Mr. 
Wilton*8  affidavit  with  respect  to  his  having  regularly* 
taken  out  certifiqates  till  the  year  1820,  it  was  not 
necessary    to    make    any    such    statement,     and    the 
inaccuracy  is  clearly  referable  to  mistake. 

Mr. 
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Mn  TempUy  in  reply,  1888. 

It  is  clear  from  the  judgment  of  Ijord  Denman  in  Ex  parte 
Wilton  V.  Chambers^  that  re-admission  is  put  upon  ex-  /i'^^WiLxoir 
actly  the  same  footing  as  the  original  admission,  in  re- 
spect of  its  liability  to  be  rendered  void,  by  omission  to 
take  out  a  certificate  within  a  yean  If  therefore,  the 
original  admission  is  void,  there  can  be  no  re-admission 
upon  that  void  admission ;  and  every  admission  or  re- 
admission  in  another  court,  founded  upon  the  original 
admission,  must  be  equally  void.  That  the  statute 
which  allows  re-admission  in  certain  cases  does  not  ex- 
tend to  the  case  of  an  omission  to  take  out  a  certificate 
for  a  year  after  the  original  admission,  is  evident  from 
this  circumstance  —  that  the  re-admission  is  only  to  be 
on  payment  to  the  said  commissioners  of  the  duty  ac- 
crued since  the  expiration  of  the  last  certificate  obtained 
by  such  person.  Ex  parte  Jones  is  at  variance  with  all 
the  other  cases;  and  after  the  observations  made  by 
Lord  Denman  in  Wilton  v.  Chambers^  cannot  be  recog- 
nised as  an  authority. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  facts).  June  is. 

It  has  been  determined  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
that  the  re-admission  of  Mn  WilUm^  as  an  attorney  of 
that  Court  in  182S,  was  void,  in  consequence  of  his 
neglect  to  take  out  bis  certificate  for  more  than  twelve 
months  after  the  time  of  the  re-admission.  This  reason 
b  not  applicable  to  the  re-admission  of  Mn  WiUon  as  a 
solicitor  of  this  Court.  But  it  is  argued  that  a  re- 
admission  implies,  and  can  only  be  founded  on  a 
valid  original  admission ;  and  that  the  original  admission 
of  Mr.  WUton  in  1810  was,  under  the  statute  87  G.  3. 
c.  90.,  rendered  wholly  void  by  his  neglect  to  take  out 
his  certificate  till  April  1813. 

.,  Attorneys 
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18S8«  Attorneys  and  solidtors  acquire  thmr  cfaaracteriy  as 

S^]^^^  such,  by  admission  in  the  courts  in  which  they  mean  to 
Chambru*  practise;  and  they  are  not  to  be  admitted,  unless  they 
In  re  YfiLTov.  j^^^g  served  as  clerks,  and  have  been  examined  and 
sworn.  And  by  the  statute  referred  to,  it  is  provided 
that  every  solicitor  or  attorney,  shall  annually  deliver,  a 
note  containing  his  name  and  place  of  residence,  to  the 
commissioners  of  stamps,  and  shall  thereupon,  and  upon 
payment  of  the  duty  imposed  upon  him,  be  enUtled  to 
his  certificate.  He  is  subject  to  a  penalty,  if  he  prac- 
tises without  obtaining  his  certificate;  and  the  thirty, 
first  section  provides,  that  every  person  admitted,  who 
neglects  to  obtain  his  certificate  for  the  space  of  one  whole 
year,  shall  firom  thenceforth  be  incapable  of  practising 
in  any  court  by  virtue  of  such  admission,  and  thkt  the 
admbsion  shall  be  firom  thenceforth  null  and  void;  pro- 
vided that  any  of  the  courts  may  re«admit  him,  on  pay- 
ment to  the  commissioners  of  stamps,  of  the  duty  accrued 
since  the  expiration  of  the  last  certificate,  and  such  fiu*- 
ther  sums  by  way  of  penalty,  as  the  Court  shall  think 
fit  to  order. 

Upon  the  construction  of  the  statute,  it  has  been 
decided,  that  the  word  neglect,  does  not  mean  merely 
omission;  it  does  not  mean,  omission  to  take  out  the 
certificate  whilst  the  party  was  not  practising,  or  an 
omission  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  a  clerk  or 
agent,  but  omission  whilst  practising,  and  attended  by 
culpability.  In  that  case,  if  the  omission  be  continued 
for  more  than  a  year,  the  statute  imposes  an  incapacity 
to  practise  by  virtue  of  the  admission,  and  makes  the 
admission  null  and  void;  but  at  the  same  time  gives 
the  Court  a  power  to  re-admit,  from  which  it  plainly  ap- 
pears that  the  words  ^  null  and  void,*'  are  to  be  taken  in 
a  qualified  sense.    The  statute,  as  was  stated  by  Chief 

Baron 
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Baron  KAari$  in  Jonet  v»  Stetmi  {a)^  occ9«iPD0  a  nis-      1 838. 
peoikm  of  the  capacity  of  the  attorney  or  solicitor  to    ^^^^^"^^^ 
•cti  but  does  not  wholly  destroy  the  character;  it  im-    CHAMJuai, 
poses  <m  him  the  necessity  of  being  re-admittedf  render-  ^"''^^'^'^* 
ing  him  incapable  of  practising  until  that  be  done. 

And  accordinglyi  the  cases  are  very  numerous  in 
which  attorneys  and  solicitors  duly  admittedi  and  having 
at  first  taken  out  their  certificate^  but  afterwards  omitted 
.  to  do  so  for  more  than  a  year,  have  been  re-admitted 
even  without  payment  of  arrears  of  duty,  and  without 
penalty,  or  with  a  nominal  penalty. 

The  cases  in  which  no  certificate  has  been  taken  out 
within  a  year  after  the  admission,  are  not  so  numerous. 
In  Ea  parte  Jones^  Mr.  Baron  Parjce^  when  a  Judge  of 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  considered  that  an  attorney, 
who  had  not  taken  out  his  certificate,  and  had  not  prac- 
tised for  more  than  a  year  after  his  admission,  was  en- 
titled to  take  out  his  certificate  without  re-admission. 
In  JEapofie  NicholaSf  Sir  Vicaty  Gibbs,  then  Chief  Jus- 
tice of  the  Common  Pleas,  considered  that  in  that  case 
a  re^«dmission  was  necessary;  and  in  Ex  parte  Adej/^  a 
case  which  is  not  reported,  I  find  that  in  the  like  cir- 
cumstances. Lord  Eldon  considered  that  a  re-admission 
was  necessary,  or  at  least  proper. 

These  are  all  the  cases  of  which  I  am  aware ;  and 
the  question  has  been,  not  whether  the  admbsion  had 
become  absolutely  null  and  void,  but  whether  re-admis- 
sion was  or  was  not  necessary.  It  was  never  suggested 
that  an  admission  de  novo  was  required. 

If  re-admission  was  not  necessary,  Mr.  WiUon  prac- 
tised regularly  firom  1819  to  1820,  and  was  duly  re- 
admitted 
(a)  ll^ricf,S63. 
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1 8S8.        admitted  in  1 826.  And  if  we  suppose  this  to  be  a  case,  in 

^^■^V*"^^     which  re-admission  was  necessary^  then  whatever  might 

Chambbbs.     be  the  effect  of  the  transactions  in  which  Mr.  WiUon 

/n  re  Wilton,  practised  between  the  years  1813  and  1820,  yet  as  he 

was  re-admitted  before  he  acted  as  the  solicitor  of  Mr. 

Chambers^  he  was  restored  to  a  capacity  to  practise  by 

that  re-admission,  unless  he  was  guilty  of  some  fraud 

in  procuring  it  \  and  no  evidence  of  such  fraud  is  now 

produced. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  this  motion  so  &r  as 
it  seeks  a  declaration  that  the  re-admission  of  Mr.  WiU 
toil  was  void,  and  that  he  was  incapable  to  act  as  a 
solicitor,  cannot  be  sustained,  and  must  be  dismissed 
with  costs ;  and  that  the  motion,  so  far  as  it  seeks  to  dis- 
charge the  order  for  taxing  Mr.  WiltorCs  bills  of  costs, 
cannot  be  granted  without  the  consent  of  Mr.  WtUon. 

Considering  that  the  objection  to  this  application  in 
point  of  form,  was  not  taken  till  the  case  was  fully 
opened  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Chambersj  I  have  thought  it 
right  to  decide  it  upon  the  merits ;  but  I  think  that, 
in  point  of  form,  the  application  ought  to  have  been 
made  by  petition,  and  that  an  application  of  this  sort 
by  motion  is  irregular. 
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1838. 


DAVIDSON  t^.  The  Marchioness  of  HASTINGS.       •^•?^  ^;  ^• 

^HIS  was  a  motion  to  discharge  the  orders  for  a  On  a  motion 

made  on 
sequestratioDy  and  to  set  aside  the  writ  of  se-  behalf  of  a 

qaestiation  obtained  by  the  Plaintiffs  against  the  De-  ^f^endant 
/  -^  ®  whoimncon- 

fendant,  the  Marchioness  of  Hastings^  on  the  ground  of  tempt  for 

Defendant 
cannot  be 
When  this  motion  was  first  made  on  behalf  of  the  beard  without 

Defendant,  it  was  objected  by  Mr.  Pemberton,  for  the  ^^^^^^i 

Plainti£&,  that  the  Defendant  could  not  be  heard  without  appearance 

entering  a  conditional  appearance  with  the  rqpstrar,  to  listrar,  to  be 

be  void,  if  the  application  succeeded,  and  if  it  fiuled,  void  if  the 

to  be  good.    That  objection  was  allowed  by  the  Court,  should  suc- 

and  the  motion  stood  over  to  eive  the  Defendant  an  ^^  ?°^ 

°  good,  if  It 

opportunity  to  enter  such  conditional  appearance.  should  fail 

Service  of  a 
tubpcena  at 

It  appeared,  at  the  hearing  of  the  motion,  tliat  up  to  the  dweUing. 
the  11th  ot  September  1837,  Lady  Hastings  resided  don^f^t!    ^' 

at  Noel  House^  Kenszngim.    On  that  day  she  left  ser-  peeress  of 

•  Scotland,  who 

▼ants  of  her  own  there,  and  went  to  Scotland.    The  bill  was  absent  in 

was  filed  on  the  15th  oi  December  18S7,  by  the  Pkintiffs,  ^SSo  bl 

who  were  the  representatives  of  a  creditor,  claiming  a  domiciled 

under  a  bond  given  by  Lord  and  Lady  Hastings,  it  ^*eTd  to  te 

bemg  alleged  by  the  bill  that  Lady  Hastings  was  liable  good  service; 

thereon  in  respect  of  her  separate  estate.   On  the  22d  of  held,  that  an 

the  same  month  in  which  the  bill  was  filed,  the  clerk  of  °''^«'*  »*«  ^"^ 

a  sequestra* 
the  Plaintiff's  solicitor  went  to  Noel  House,  and  was  there  tion  was  re- 
informed  by  a  servant  of  Lady  Hastings^  that  that  was  f^jf^j^  ^\ 
her  residence,  and  that  she  was  gone  to  Scotland,  where  madeabtoIute» 
she  would  remain  for  some  months.     On  the  18th  of  nodce  of  tbe^ 

January  order  «in, 
*^   which  was 
served  upon  the  Defendant  in  Scotland. 
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1BS9.       January  last,  the  Plaintifis'  solicitor,  haTing  obtained  a 

^^^^^"^^^    letter  missive  and  an  office  copy  of  the  bill,  again  at- 

V.  tended  at  Noel  House^  and  being  then  informed,  that 

MflT^ioness   ^^^7  Hastings  was  expected  to  return  in  March^  and 

of  Hastimos.  that  the  servant  had  orders  to  forward  all  letters  and 

inclosures,  he  delivered  to,  and  left  with  the  servant, 

the  letter  missive,  a  copy  of  the  petition  for  it,  ft  copy 

of  the  order  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  thereon,  and  all 

office  copy  of  the  bill ;  and  he,  at  the  same  time,  pro* 

duced  to  the  servant  the  original  petition  and  order* 

Ko  notice  being  taken  of  the  letter  missive,  the  clerk 
of  the  Plaintifis'  solicitor,  on  the  5th  of  February^  again 
attended  at  Noel  House^  and  there  Inet  with  another 
servant  of  the  Defendant,  who  also  informed  him,  that 
that  was  the  residence  of  the  Defendant,  who  was  then 
in  Scotland^  where  she  usually  went  for  some  months 
in  theTyear;  and  that  she  was  expected  to  return^  bat 
not  before  March  then  next;  and  the  same  servant  ftuy 
ther  informed  the  clerk,  that  the  papers  formerly  left, 
meaning  the  letter  missive,  the  copies  of  the  petition 
and  order,  and  the  office  copy  of  the  bill,  had  been 
forwarded  to  Lady  Hastings.  Under  these  circum* 
stances  the  clerk,  on  the  same  5th  of  Febmart/^  served 
her  ladyship  with  a  subpcena  to  appear  and  answer  the 
bill,  by  delivering  to  and  leaving  with  her  servant  at 
Noel  House,  a  true  copy  of  the  subpcena  and  of  the  in* 
dorsement  thereon,  and  at  the  same  time  shewing  to  the 
servant  the  original  subpoena  under  seal 

No  attention  was  paid  to  the  subpamOy  and  upon  affi« 
davit  of  the  service  (no  irregularity  appearmg),  an  order 
nisi  for  a  sequestration  was  obtained  on  the  84th  of 
February;  and  this  order  was  personally  served  on 
Lady  Hastings  in  Scotland. 

Upon 
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Upon  affidavit  Kif  that  service,  the  order  niii  was  made       18S8. 

absolute ;  and  the  writ  of  sequestration,  which  it  was  the    ^^V"^^ 
* .        i*  •  .  .;  .        ,  Davidsoh 

object  of  the  present  motion  to  set  aside,  was  issued.  «. 

The 
Marchionesf 
For  the  Defendant,  Lady  Hastings^  it  was  contended  of  HAsttNdfl. 

that  the  service  of  the  tabpotna  was  irregular,  inasmuch 

as  her  domicile  was  at  Loudoun  Castle  in  Scciland^  and 

Noel  Home  could  not  be  considered  as  her  ordinary 

town  residence,  that,  consequently,  in  this  respect  the  case 

differed  from  Thtmas  v.  The  Earl  of  Jersey  (a).    It  was 

further  argued,  that  the  order  nisi  for  a  sequestration 

could  not  be  made  absolute  without  personal  service,  and 

the  attempt  to  serve  the  Defendant  personally  had  been 

made  in  Scotland;  That  there  was  no  authority  to  shew, 

that  service  upon  a  party  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  could 

be  considered  as  equivalent  to  personal  service,  for  the 

purpose  of  affecting  the  property  of  the  party  by  the 

process  of  the  Court 

On  the  other  side  it  was  insisted,  that  it  appeared  clear, 
even  from  the  affidavits  made  on  the  part  of  the  Defend- 
ant, that  Noel  Hotise  was  her  town  residence,  and  that  the 
case  therefore,  was  not,  in  that  respect,  distinguishable 
from  Thomas  v.  TTie  Earl  of  Jersey;  that  Lady  Hastings 
had  expressed  her  intention  of  returning  to  Noel  House, 
which  intention,  if  it  had  been  subsequently  abandoned, 
was  in  all  probability  abandoned,  only  in  consequence 
of  the  information  which  she  had  received,  respecting 
the  proceedings  in  question.  As  to  the  service  of  the 
order  nisi  for  a  sequestration,  it  was  admitted  by  the 
affidavit  o(  Lsidy  Hastings,  that  she  had  been  personally 
served  with  that  order;  That  the  objection,  that  the  ser- 
vice was  made.out  of  the  jurisdiction,  could  not  prevail, 
because  the  sole  object  of  personal  service  in  this  case, 

was 
(0)  2  Afyke  4*  Keen,  S8S. 
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was  to  give  notice  to  the  Defendaiity  that  if  she  shewed 

no  cause  to  the  contrary,  the  order  of  the  Coart  woald 

V,  be  made  absolute :  this  notice  was  here  admitted.    The 

The 

MarchioneM  ^^^^  ^P^<^  application,  would  have  substituted  service 
ofHASTiKoi.  in  such' a  case,  and  could  it  be  contended,  that  direct 
notice  was  not  equivalent  to  the  notice  which  might  or 
might  not  have  actually  reached  the  Defendant  through 
the  medium  of  substituted  service?  If  the  objection 
raised  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant  could  prevail,  the 
creditors  would  be  wholly  without  remedy. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mn  G.  Bidiards^  for  the  De- 
fendant Lady  Hasiings. 

Mr.  Pembertojiy  contrd. 


July  9.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  facts). 

There  are  two  alleged  irregularities ;  *>  one  in  the 
service  of  the  subpoena^  the  other  in  the  service  of  the 
order  nisi  for  a  sequestration. 

If  the  subpcena  was  irregularly  served,  all  the  sub- 
sequent proceedings  were  irregular,  and  ought  to  be 
set  aside.  If  the  subpcena  was  regularly  served,  the 
order  nisi,  for  a  sequestration  was  regularly  obtained, 
and  any  irregularity  in  the  service  of  that  order  would 
affect  only  the  order  absolute,  and  the  writ. 

The  af&davit  of  Lady  Hastings,  is  to  the  effect  that 
she  left  England  for  Loudoun  Castle,  in  Scotland,  on  the 
nth  o{ September  1837;  that  Loudoun  Castle,  in  Scot- 
land, is  her  residence ;  that  she  has  continued  to  reside 
there  from  the  11th  of  September  to  the  day  of  swearing 
her  affidavit ;  that  she  has  no  present  intention  of  re- 
turning to  Englandy  but  permanently  to  reside  in  Scot-- 

land; 
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land;  that  she  did  not  leave  England  to  avoid  the 

process  of  the  Court ;  and  that  she  is,  according  to  the 

law  of  Scotland,  a  domiciled  Scotch  woman. 

The 
Marchioness 
This  a£Sdavit  is  not  contradicted;  but  it  is  extra*  ofHABTUiGs. 

ordinary  that  Lady  Hastings  should  have  been  advised 

to  swear  it  on  this  occasion. 

She  does  not  deny,  or  produce  any  evidence  to  con- 
tradict, the  facts  sworn  to,  that  Noel  House  was  her 
dwelling-house  in  London  ;  that  her  servants  were  left 
there  with  orders  to  forward  letters  and  inclosures  to 
her;  that  the  information  they  gave  as  to  her  intention 
to  return  was  true ;  that  she  actually  received  the  letter 
missive,  the  office  copy  of  the  bill,  and  the  copy  of  the 
subpcma;  or  that  the  original  writ  of  subpcena  was 
shewn  to  her  servant  at  her  dwelling-house.  All  these 
facts  are  left  uncontradicted ;  and  the  affidavit  of  Lady 
Hastings  is  confined  to  circumstances  quite  consistent 
with  them. 

Now,  by  the  general  rules  of  the  Court,  the  subpoena 
is  well  served  by  leaving  a  copy  of  it,  and  of  the  in- 
dorsement thereon,  at  the  dwelling-house  of  the  Defend- 
ant, and  producing  the  original  writ  to  the  person  with 
whom  the  copy  is  left.  AH  this  was  done  in  the  present 
case;  and  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  service  of 
the  subpoena  vfSLS  regular.  I  have  inquired  as  to  the 
practice,  and  am  informed,  that  it  is  the  constant  course 
to  issue  process  of  contempt  against  unprivileged  De- 
fendants, upon  non-appearance,  after  such  service  as 
this. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  order  nisi  for  a 
sequestration,  was  regularly  obtained.  This  order  is,  by 
the  terms  of  it,  to  be  made  absolute^  unless  the  Defend- 

VoL.  IL  Mm  ant, 
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1838.      ant)  havmg  personal  notice  thereof,  shall,  within  a 
]^^^^    limited  time,  shew  good  cause  to  the  contrary. 

V. 

Marchioness       ^  ^^^  <^*^®»  ^®  Defendant  had  personal  notice  of  the 

ofHASTiNOfc  order,  and  did  not  shew  cause  why  it  should  not  be 

made  absolute :  but  the  objection  is,  that  she  received 

the  notice  in  Scotland^  when  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this 

Court 

In  cases  where  the  Defendant,  against  whom  an  order 
nisi  for  a  sequestration  has  been  obtained,  is  out  of  the 
jurisdiction,  the  Plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  go  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  for  the  purpose  of  giving  personal  notice  of 
the  order.  To  the  end  that  justice  may  not  be  defeated, 
the  Court  will  order  service  at  the  dwelling-house  of 
the  party  to  be  good  service.  And  in  this  case,  if  the 
Plaintiff,  instead  of  giving  personal  notice  in  Scotland^ 
had  applied  for  an  order  to  substitute  service  at  the 
dwelling-house,  instead  of  personal  service,  such  order 
would  have  been  granted,  and  the  order  nisi  would  have 
been  made  absolute,  if  cause  had  not  been  shewn  to  the 
contrary,  within  the  limited  time  after  such  substituted 
service. 

But  I  apprehend,  that  in  cases  of  this  nature,  the 
object  or  intention  of  substituted  service  at  the  dwelling- 
house,  is  to  obtain,  if  possible,  by  secondary  or  subsi- 
diary means,  that  personal  notice,  which  in  ordinary 
cases,  the  Plaintiff  is  bound  to  give  directly,  but  which, 
under  the  particular  circumstances,  he  cannot  give  at 
all,  if  he  is  unable  to  find  the  Defendant,  or  cannot  give 
without  great  inconvenience,  if  the  Defendant  be  out  of 
the  jurisdiction. 

The  Defendant  having  a  dwelling-house  within  the 
jurisdiction,  and  servants   residing  there,  but  being 

temporarily 
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temporarily  absent,  there  is  great  probability  that  notice       18S8. 
given  there  will  be  personally  communicated  to  the    '^^L^  ■ 
Defendant     The  Court  may  act  upon  that  proba-  «. 

bilityi  and,  in  the  absence  of  any  reason  to  the  con-  Marchionesi 
trary,  attribute  to  the  Defendant  a  personal  knowledge  of  Habtimos. 
of  notice  so  given*  The  probability  of  personal  know* 
ledge,  may  be  affected  by  various  circumstances  which 
may  occur,  and  to  which  the  Court  must  attend  in  each 
case ;  and  when  a  personal  notice  is  actually  given,  the 
subsequent  proceedings,  both  as  to  time  and  otherwise, 
may  be  qualified  by  the  consideration,  which  the  Court 
may  give  to  the  circumstances,  under  which  the  personal 
notice  was  received ;  but  when  there  is  really  a  per- 
sonal notice,  it  may  reasonably  be  asked,  what  would  be 
the  use  of  a  substituted  service  ? 

The  fact  of  personal  notice,  which  the  exigency  of 
the  order  nisi  requires,  being  satisfactorily  proved,  why 
are  we  unnecessarily  to  resort  to  the  substituted  service^ 
which,  at  best,  affords  us  the  means  of  obtaining  only  ' 
an  imperfect,  and  not  always  satis&ctory,  presumption 
of  the  same  fact  ? 

At  the  time  when  this  motion  was  heard,  I  thought 
that  authorities  on  this  subject  might  be  found*  In  this 
I  have  been  disappointed.  There  was  a  case  before 
Lord  EldoHj  in  which  an  order  for  substituted  service 
was  made,  upon  an  affidavit  that  the  plaintiff  had  un- 
successfiilly  endeavoured  to  serve  the  defendant  person* 
ally  in  Ireland ;  but  the  order  does  not  shew  that 
personal  notice  in  Ireland  would  have  been  held 
sufficient.  I  have,  however,  received  from  several 
officers  of  this  Court,  who  have  taken  the  trouble  to 
inquire  into  the  subject,  a  certificate,  that  in  their  opinion, 
the  personal  service  of  an  order  nisi  for  a  sequestration 
Mm  2  on 
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1888. 


Datiosok 

V, 

The 
Marchionesf 

ofHASTINOf. 


on  a  defendant  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  does  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  make  such  order  absolute. 

The  sole  object  of  the  sernce  is  notice ;  and  in  that 
respect,  it  differs  irom  the  service  of  writs  in  process, 
which  are  commands  requiring  something  to  be  done  by 
the  party  named  in  the  writ;  and  if  obedience  be  not 
yielded  to  these  commands  in  writs  of  subpoena^  or  writs 
of  execution,  the  course  is  to  issue  other  writs  aflfecting 
the  person  of  the  Defendant,  and  which  cannot  be 
executed  out  of  the  jurisdiction. 

The  Court,  therrfore,  except  in  cases  authorized  by 
the  recent  statutes,  does  not  sanction  the  service  of  a 
subpoena  out  of  the  jurisdiction.  But  the  case  of  a  notice 
like  this,  is  widely  different  Notice  of  the  order  nm, 
being  given  and  neglected,  there  is  nothing  to  be  done 
out  of  the  jurisdiction :  the  single  consequence  is,  that 
the  writ  which  is  to  be  executed  within  the  jurisdiction 
issues.  There  is  nothing  to  be  done,  which  is  not  fully 
within  the  power  of  the  Court;  and  the  Defendant, 
having  notice,  has  the  means  of  obviating  any  thing 
which  might  be  done  to  her  prejudice  in  her  absence. 

Under  all  the  circumstances,  it  does  not  appear  tome 
that  the  service  of  the  order  nisi  was  irregular ;  and  if 
the  Plaintiff  insists  upon  it,  I  shall  refuse  to  discharge 
the  order  absolute,  or  to  set  aside  the  writ  of  sequestra- 
tion. 


But,  considering  that  no- authority  upon  this  point  has 
been  found;  that  Lady  Hastings  must  now,  in  pursuance 
of  her  undertaking,  appear  in  the  regular  way,  and  may 
probably  desire  to  answer,  and  thereby  prevent  the  con* 
tinuance  of  process  of  contempt  against  her;  it  appears 

to 
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to  me  that  it  might  be  reasonable  to  make  some  proper 
arrangement  by  which  she  may  have  time  for  the 
purpose;    and,  upon  such  arrangement,  the  further  v. 

execution  of  the  writ  might  be  stayed.  MarSlonctt 

of  Hastings. 


The  execution  of  the  writ  of  sequestration  was  sus« 
pended,  upon  payment  of  costs  by  the  Defendant 


MCDONALD  V.  BRYCR  .  ^^SfS. 

npHIS  cause  {a)  was  again  brought  before  the  Court,  A  testator  di- 

-*•  for  the  purpose  of  arguing  a  question,  omitted  to  be  Aerators  to 

raised  at  the  last  hearing,  upon  the  following  clause  in  the  spply  the  di- 

testator's  will ;  —  "  I  do  hereby  direct  that  they  (the  ex-  property  be- 

ecutors)  do  apply  the  dividends  arising  from  the  property  l°°^'"*|,.***t- 

belonging  to  me,  which  may  remain  after  paying  the  might  reroaia 

different  legacies,  and  setting  apart  a  suflScient  sum  for  j^ij^w  anS 

the  payment  of  the  annuities  hereinbefore  bequeathed,  providing  for 

with  my  funeral  expenses,  my  debts  being  all  paid,  to  of  annulu^ 

the  mfdntenance,  education,  and  benefit  of  the  said  child  ^itl>  l^i* 

[Robert  Shawe),  as  they  shall  judge  most  advantageous  penies  (bis 

for  him;  and  in  the  event  of  his  death  before  his  reach-  debubcinffaU 

'  paid),  to  the 

ing  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  &c.  mainteDaoce, 

education, 
and  benefit  of 
Robert  Skcnoe,  the  son  of  Peter  Shawef  in  the  will  It.  S^  as  they 

named,  lived  from  the  llih  of  April  1812,  the  time  of  mostaiva^ 

the  j«««>«"  5*r 

the  death  of  E,  5.  under  twenty-one,  he  directed  the  dividends  to  be  applied  as 
tbereiii  mentioned.  B»  S.  survived  the  testator  about  two  years,  and  the  executors 
uiplied  a  part  of  the  dividends  to  his  maintenance,  education,  and  benefit:  Held, 
that  the  unapplied  part  of  the  dividends^  with  the  accumulations,  formed  part  of 
thereaidoe* 

Mm  3 
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the  testator's  death,  until  the  month  of  Ax^uat  1814, 
when  he  died  at  the  age  of  nine  years.  The  executors 
daring  that  period  applied  the  sum  of  \%6h  to  his  main- 
tenance and  education ;  and  the  question  was,  whether 
his  personal  representative  was  entitled  to  the  whole  of 
the  dividends  arising  from  the  residue  of  the  testator's 
property  from  the  11th  of  April  1812  till  Jb^^  1814, 
and  the  lawfiil  accumulations  upon  that  part  of  the 
dividends,  which  had  not  been  applied  to  the  infant's 
mdntenance  and  education ;  or  whether  the  unapplied 
dividends  and  accumulations  fell  into  the  residue,  and 
belonged  to  the  persons  declared  entitled  thereto^  ac- 
cordmg  to  the  decision  at  the  hearing  on  further  direc- 
tions. 

Mr.  Stuart^  for  the  Plainti£fs,  the  residuary  legatees, 
contended  that,  as  the  corpus  of  the  property  was  not 
given  to  Robert  Shawej  except  in  the  event  of  a  contingency 
which  had  not  happened,  so  also  there  was  no  absolute 
gift  to  him  of  the  dividends  during  his  minority,  but  only 
a  gift  of  such  part  of  the  dividends  as  the  executors 
should,  in  their  discretion,  think  fit  to  apply  to  his  main- 
tenance, education,  and  benefit  The  personal  repre- 
sentative of  the  infant  would,  perhaps,  reIy*on  the  word 
^  benefit; "  but  that  expression  was  qualified  by  the  fol- 
lowing words:  ''as  they  shall  judge  most  advantageous 
for  him."  Words  attempting  to  limit  the  mode  in  which 
a  gift  was  to  be  enjoyed,  without  a  gift  over,  would  not 
affect  the  absolute  nature  of  the  interest  But  in  this 
case  a  discretion  was  expressly  given  to  the  trustees  to 
qualify  the  amount  and  application  of  the  gift  of  the  di- 
vidends; and  all  that  was  not  applied  in  the  exercise  of 
that  discretion,  formed  part  of  the  residue.  If  the  Court 
should  be  of  opinion,  that  Robert  Shawe  was  entitled, 
during  his  life,  to  the  whole  of  the  income  of  the  residue 
from  some  period,  a  question  would  arise,— whether 

he 
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he  was  entitled  to  it  from  the  death  of  the  testator,  or  18S8« 
from  the  end  of  a  year  after  the  death  of  the  testator. 
This  subject  was  much  discussed  in  Douglas  v.  Con- 
greve  {a),  where  all  the  authorities  were  examined  in  the 
judgment  In  this  case,  the  testator  gave  no  part  of 
the  residue  for  the  benefit  of  Robert  Shaxoe^  until  after 
the  payment  of  his  debts,  and  a  sufficient  sum  had  been 
set  apart  for  the  satisfaction  of  his  legacies;  and  it  was 
settled  that  a  year  was  the  time  allowed  to  the  exe- 
cutor for  that  purpose:  SitmeU  v.  Bernard (b)^  Vickers 
V.  ScM.  (c) 

Mr.  Mylne^  for  Defendants  in  the  same  interest  as  the 
Plaintiffi. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  BomiUy^  for  the  next  of  kin. 

Mr.  Koe^  for  the  personal  representative  of  Bobert 
Shawcj  said  it  had  been  argued  at  the  hearing,  and  the 
argument  was  capable  of  being  sustained,  that  Bobert 
Shcewe  took  a  vested  interest  in  the  capital  of  the  residue, 
subject  to  be  devested,  if  he  died  under  the  age  of 
twenty-one.  The  vesting  of  a  legacy  was  not  prevented, 
by  a  provision  in  case  of  the  death  of  the  legatee  under 
twenty-one :  Deane  v.  Test,  {d)  But  whether  Bobert 
Shawns  interest  in  the  capital  was  vested,  or  contingent, 
he  certainly  took  an  immediate  vested  interest  in  the 
dividends,  and  his  personal  representative  was  conse- 
quently entitled  to  the  portion  of  them  which  had  not 
been  applied  by  the  executors,  and  also  to  the  lawfiil 
accumulations.  The  dividends  were  not  only  given  for 
Bobert  Shawns  maintenance  and  education,  but  for  his 
benefit,— ra  word  which  had  always  been  held  sufficient 

to 

(a)  1  Keen,  410.  (c)  3  Mylne  4*  Keen,  500. 

(b)  6  Vei.  5S0.  {d)  9  Vet.  146. 

Mm  4 
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1888.       to  carry  the  absolute  interest.    It  was  absurd  to  suppose 
^fTV^^     that  the  testator  could  have  intended,  that  the  dividends 
V.  should  not  be  applied  to  the  maintenance  and  education 

B&Tcs.  ^f  ^^  infant  until  a  year  after  his  decease.  In  Sitwdl 
V.  Bernard^  there  was  an  express  direction  for  the  ac- 
cumulation of  the  interest;  and  the  Court  put  a  stop  to 
the  accumulation  at  the  end  of  a  year.  Lord  Eldon^ 
referring  to  that  case  in  Hewitt  v.  Morris  (a),  observed 
that  it  had  been  much  misunderstood. 

Mr.  Spurrief\  for  the  executors  of  the  testator. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion  that,  upon 
the  true  construction  of  this  will,  Bobert  Shawe  was  not 
entitled,  to  more  than  such  portion  of  the  dividends  as 
had  actually  been  applied  by  the  executors  to  his  mun- 
tenance,  education,  and  benefit ;  and  that  so  much  of 
the  dividends  as  had  not  been  so  applied,  together  with 
the  lawful  accumulations,  constituted  part  of  the  re- 
sidue. 

(a)  1  Turn.  ^  Ruu.2U. 
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1837. 


LYNN  V.  CHATERS.  ^^^l\ 

May  24. 
nnHE  Plaintiff  John  Lynnj  his  son  James  lA/nn,  and  An  agreement 
■*"    the  Defendant  Carnfarthf  were  the  joint  owners  of  j^^  forThe 
a  ship  called  the  Friends^  the  share  of  Cornfarth  being  ^^^  o^ « "hip 
mortgaged  for  more  than  its  value  to  the  Plaintiff.  They  (one  third    ' 
were  desirous  of  selling  the  ship,  and  employed  William  ***j^  ^^^'  a  ' 

Willins  as  their  agent  for  that  purpose.  to  £.%  at  the 

price  of  750/.; 
and,  if  default 
WUliam  Willins,  as  agent  for  the  Plaintiff,  agreed  to  •hould  be 

sell;  and  JoAn  Wright,  acting  for  himself,  and  also  on  purcha^nlbr 

behalf  of  the  Defendant  Chaters,  airreed  to  purchase  the  ^he  resale  of 

_  .     -       ,  -  ,  1.1,.,.  w'®  *n'P  'he 

ship  for  the  sum  of  750/. ;  one  third  to  be  paid  imme-  deaciency,  if 

diately  in  cash,  one  third  in  three  months,   and  the  ^^'1"^^^"^**® 

remaining  third  in  six  months.     It  was  understood  that  made  good  i>y 

Wright  and  Chaters  did  not  purchase  in  equal  shares,  pl^JcK^^^^^^ 

but   Wright  was  to  have  one  third,  and  Chaters  two  JPo»sc«sion  of 

thirds ;  and  it  was  agreed,  that  if  any  default  should  be  delivered^t? 

made  by  the  purchasers,  the  money  paid  in  part  should  the  purchaiers 

be  forfeited  to  the  use  of  the  sellers,  who  were  to  be  at  who  received ' 

liberty  to  sell  the  ship  again ;  and  if,  upon  the  resale,  and'two  "b  if  * 

there  should  be  any  deficiency,  the  same  was  to  be  made  of  exchange, 

good  by  the  defeulting  purchasers.  Jrodor.?aJd 

accepted  by 
On  the  16th  of  August  188S,  the  parties  met  to  com-  maining5oor 

plete  the  purchase;  and  the  three  bills  of  sale  were  ex-  ^"  *^?  bilJs  of 
f  '^  ^  sale,  by  which 

ecuted.  the  agreement 
was  carried 
into  effect,  the  purchase-money  for  the  one  third  share  and  two  third  shares  of  the 
ship  was  expressed  to  have  been  paid  by  A.  and  B.  respectively.    The  acceptances 
of  J.  were  dishonoured,  and  he  became  bankrupt. 

On  a  bill  filed  by  the  vendors,  who  bad  become  entitled  to  the  whole  interest  in 
the  purchase-money,  a^inst  j9.,  who  had  become  the  sole  owner  of  the  ship  by 
purchase  from  A,*s  assignee,  praying  specific  performance  of  the  agreement,  and 
payment  of  the  unpaid  purchase-money  by  B,^  or  that  the  ship  might  be  sold,  and 
the  proceeds  applied  in  payment,  the  Court  held  that  it  had  juri^iction,  and  de- 
creed an  account  and  payment  of  the  unpaid  purchase-moaey  by  B.^  or  a  resale  of 
the  ship,  in  defimlt  of  payment  in  a  limited  time. 


522  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1 887.       ecuted.    The  first  related  to  the  share  of  the  Defendant 
Corr^orih ;  the  substantial  interest  was  disposed  of  by 
the  two  other  bills  of  sale;  by  one  of  which  the  Plain- 
tiff John  Lffnn  and  his  son,  assigned  two  third  shares, 
of  the  ship  to  Chalersj  in  consideration  of  498/.  Ss.  9d., 
expressed  to  be  paid  .by  him;   and  by  the  others  of 
which  they  assigned  the  remaining  third  share  of  the 
ship  to  Wright^  in  consideration  of  257/*  16&  Sd.^  ex- 
pressed to  be  paid  by  him.     All  that  was  in  fact  then 
paid,  was  a  sum  of  2502.,  which  was  paid  by  Wright  by 
a  cheque  on  his  bankers :  but  Wright  accepted  two  bills 
for  250/.  each,  drawn  upon  him  by  the  Plaintiff  and 
his  son,  one  payable  in  three  and  the  other  in  six 
months.    Upon  this  payment,  and  the  delivery  of  these 
acceptances,  the  possession  of  the  ship  was  delivered  to 
the  purchasers. 

James  JJ/nn  the  son,  died  on  the  same  day  on  which 
the  bills  of  sale  were  executed,  and  the  Plaintiff  took 
out  administration  to  his  estate. 

The  two  bills  were  dishonoured  when  presmted  for 
payment,  and  Wr^ht  became  bankrupt 

Payment  being  demanded  from  Chaten%  he  refused ; 
and,  on  an  action  being  brought  against  him,  he  pleaded 
that,  by  the  execution  of  the  bill  of  sale^  wherein  the 
sum  of  492/.  3^.  9dL  was  expressed  to  be  paid,  the 
Plaintiff  was  precluded  from  alleging  that  the  De- 
fendant Chaters  had  not  paid  for  his  shares  of  the  ship. 
The  Plaintiff,  being  advised  that  this  plea  was  good, 
abandoned  his  action,  and  filed  this  bill,  which  prayed, 
that  the  Defendant  Chaters  might  be  decreed  specifically 
to  perform  Uie  agreement,  and  pay  the  amount  of  the 
two  bills;  or  that  the  ship,  of  which  (by  purchase  from 
the  assignees  of  Wright)  tiie  Defendant  had  become  the 

sole 
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sole  cmner,  might  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  applied  in        18S7. 
payment 

Two  objections  were  raised,  on  the  part  of  the  De- 
fendant ChaterSi  to  the  relief  sought  by  the  bill :  first,  that 
the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction ;  secondly,  that  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  to  the  agreement  was,  that  the  Plaintiff 
and  his  son  should  take  the  bilk  of  exchange  accepted 
by  Wright  in  satisfaction  of  the  part  of  the  purchase- 
money  for  which  they  were  given  as  a  security,  in  ex- 
oneration of  the  Defendant  Chaiers.  In  support  of  the 
first  objection,  it  was  said  that  it  was  doubtfiil  whether 
a  bill  for  the  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  for 
the  sale  of  a  ship,  was  such  a  bill  as  could  be  enter- 
tained at  all  by  a  court  of  equity.  The  Court  could 
not  decree  specific  performance  of  a  contract  for  a  chat- 
tel. Circumstances  of  fraud  might  bring  the  case  within 
the  jurisdicdon  of  the  Court,  notwithstanding  the  nature 
of  the  contract ;  but  here  no  firaud  was  alleged.  "When 
the  possession  of  the  ship  was  parted  with,  and  the 
Plaintiff  received  payment,  partly  in  cash  and  partly  in 
bills  of  exchange  accepted  by  Wrigkij  the  Plaintiff's 
claim  in  respect  of  the  bills  of  exchange  became  a  mere 
pecuniary  demand,  which  lay  altogether  at  law.  lliis 
was  an  attempt  to  convert  the  subject  of  an  action  at  law, 
over  which  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction,  into  the  sub- 
ject of  a  suit  in  equity. 

On  the  other  side,  it  was  contended  that  the  Plaintiff 
had  commenced  an  action  against  Craters  to  recover  the 
sum  of  492/.  Ss.  9i.,  his  share  of  the  purchase-money ; 
•  and  that  he  had  been  advised  to  abandon  it  upon  the 
Defendant  pleading  the  Plaintiff's  execution  of  the  bill 
of  sale,  by  which  the  money  was  expressed  to  have  been 
paid  by  Chafers.  That  circumstance  alone,  was  suf- 
ficient to  give  the  Court  jurisdiction,  even  if  there  were 

any 
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any  doabt  as  to  the  subject  of  the  contnict  bebg  the 
proper  subject  of  a  suit  for  specific  performance,  (a) 

i 

Mr^SwanUoHf  for  the  Defendant  Chaten* 

Mr.  Pemberiofif  Mr.  Kindmla/^  and  Mr.  PcynUr^ 
contrcL. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (ader  stating  the  (acts). 

On  behalf  of  the  Defendant  Chaiers^  it  was  alleged 
that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  give  relief  in  such 
a  case;  but  considering  that  the  money,  the  receipt  of 
which  was  acknowledged,  was  in  point  of  fiict,  not  paid; 
that  the  Defendant  has  availed  himself  of  that  acknow- 
ledgment, to  defeat  the  Plaintiff's  claim ;  that  by  this 
defence  the  Plaintiff  was  compelled  either  to  submit  to 
the  abandonment  of  his  just  claim  altogether,  or  come 
here,  at  the  least,  for  discovery ;  and  that  there  is  an 
agreement  which  gives  the  Plaintiff  a  right  to  sell  the 
ship  if  the  purchase-money  were  not  paid;  I  am  of 
opinion  that  this  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  give  relief  if 
a  ptoper  case  be  made  out 

The  Defendant  Chaters,  indeed,  alleges  that  the 
Plaintiff  has  been  paid  for  the  ship,  by  payment  of  260U 
in  money,  and  the  delivery  of  two  bills  of  exchange, 
accepted  by  Wright^  for  250/.  each ;  but  the  delivery  of 
bills  of  exchange  is  not  payment  in  satisfaction  of  the 
debt,  whatever  the  efiect  may  be  until  failure  of  payment 
afler  the  bills  become  due.  But  then  be  alleges,  that  by 
the  agreement,  he  was  not  to  be  liable  to  pay  the  bills; 
and  if  this  be  so,  this  bill  must  be  dismissed,  for  its  sole 
purpose  is  to  obtain,  as  against  Chaierst  ptiyment  of  the 
money  due  on  the  bills. 

He 
(a)  See  Bremier  v.  Clarke^  S  Mer*  IS. 
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He  says  that  he  had  money  in  Wrights  hands,  to  be  ^  1837. 
applied  in  the  purchase  of  a  ship ;  that  this  was  known 
to  the  vendors,  who  agreed  to  give  Wright  some  time 
for  payment,  allowing  him  to  retain  the  Defendant's 
money  in  his  hands  in  the  mean  time ;  and  it  was  in  con- 
sequence agreed,  that  the  bills  taken  in  payment  should 
be  the  bills  of  Wright  alone,  and  that  he,  Chatersy  was  to 
have  nothing  to  do  with  the  payment  of  them,  or  of  the 
amount  thereby  secured.  The  statement  is  not  in  itself 
probable :  but  the  bills  were  accepted  by  Wright  alone, 
and  that  fact  affords  at  least  some  countenance  to  the 
Defendant's  statement.  WiUiam  WiUins  was  the  agent 
of  the  vendors;  and  it  seems  that  Chaters  was  desirous 
not  to  be  a  party  to  the  bills  which  were  to  be  given ; 
for  on  the  16th  of  Ai^ust  18SS,  he  requested  WiUins 
to  use  his  influence  with  the  Plaintifiv  and  his  son  Jamest 
to  induce  them  to  take  the  bills  of  Wright  alone,  for 
securing  the  unpaid  purchase-money.  To  this  WiUins 
objected,  saying  it  would  not  be  regular;  and  he  after* 
wards  informed  James  Lynn^  the  Plaintiff's  son,  of  this 
proposal,  and  advised  him  not  to  accept  it,  but  to  get 
Chaters  to  draw  on  Wright^  which  James  IJ/nn  said  he 
would  do.  Under  what  circumstances  James  lA/nn 
afterwards,  on  the  same  day,  took  the  bills  of  Wright 
alone,  does  not  appear:  he  died  suddenly  of  the  cholera 
on  that  day. 

But  the  evidence  of  WiUini  is  distinct,  that  in  arranging 
the  payment,  he  proposed  to  Wright  that  the  bills  should 
be  drawn  upon  him  by  Chaters;  that  Wright  agreed  to 
that,  and  said,  <*  Certainly,  it  is  the  proper  way;''  and 
fit>m  his  evidence  I  collect  that  he  thought  that  arrange- 
ment had  been  carried  into  effect  Wright^  who  has  been 
examined  for  both  parties,  distinctly  says,  in  his  deposi- 
tion for  the  Plaintiff,  that  there  was  no  agreement 
between  him  and  the  agent  for  the  vendors  and  Chaters^ 

or 
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1887*  ^  or  between  Chaten  and  him,  that  the  porehase-money 
should  be  paid  or  secured  by  his  bills  alone,  in  exonera- 
tion of  Chaters.  And  WilUnSf  in  his  examination  for  the 
Defendant,  states  that  he  never,  before  the  16di  of 
August  1888,  heard  or  understood  from  Chatert  and 
Wrighij  or  either  of  them,  that  Chaten  would  haye 
nothing  to  do  with  the  bills,  or  that  Chaten  had  money 
in  Wrighe%  hands,  to  pay  for  Chaterin  shares  of  the 
ship.  Wright  also,  in  his  examination  for  the  Defend- 
ant, says  distinctly,  that  it  was  not  part  of  the  agreement 
that  Chaters  was  not  to  be  a  party  to  the  bills. 

The  simple  &ct,  therefore,  in  support  of  the  Defendant's 
case  is,  that  James  Lynn  took  bills  which  were  drawn 
upon  and  accepted  by  Wright  fie  Cd.,  the  firm  under 
which  Wright  carried  on  business,  and  in  which  Chaten 
had  no  concern. 

James  Lffnn  died  on  the  same  day  on  which  this 
transaction  took  place;  and  WiUins  says  he  does  not 
believe  that  James  Lynn  knew  what  he  was  about  on  that 
day.  Upon  that  part  of  the  evidence  I  place  no  reliance ; 
but  upon  the  evidence  strictly  applicable  to  the  subject, 
and  seeing  that  the  reasons  assigned  by  Chaten^  for  the 
acceptance  of  the  bills,  by  Wright  alone,  are  disproved, 
I  am  of  opinion,  that  Chaters  remained  liable  for  the 
payment  of  the  unpaid  purchase-money,  notwithstanding 
the  form  of  the  bills  given  for  the  amount. 

Decree  therefore  an  account  and  payment,  and  de- 
clare that  the  Plaintiff  has  a  right  to  have  the  ship  sold 
in  default  of  payment  by  a  limited  time. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


BROWN  V.  MEREDITH.  ^^  «■ 

May  24. 

^T^HE  bill  was  filed  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  the  An  assignment 

right  of  Jnn  Hall  to  dower,  out  of  the  estate  of  gingularThe 
her  first  husband,  Robert  NeaAy^  by  persons  claiming  Iegacie8,debt8, 
under  the  assignment  of  John  HaU,  the  second  hus->  tate,  and 
band  of  Ann  Hall,  against  EOen  Neaiby  Meredith,  and  gSwlSr 
other  person3  claiming  under  the  will  of  Bobert  NeaHy,  wheresoever, 
and  against  John  HaU  and  Ann,  his  wifei  nafure  ? "' 

kind  soever. 
The  bill  stated,  that  BobeH  Newby,  late  of  the  island  5:  S.^n'rilht 
oi  Jamaica,  deceased,  at  the  respective  times  of  his  mar-  of  his  wife  or 
riage  with  the  Defendant,  Ann  Hall,  and  of  making  his  possessed," 

will,  and  thenceforth  to  the  time  of  his  death  was  legally  ^^^\  ?o^  Pj?«f 

^     "^    a  claim  of  the 
seised  or  entitled,  for  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  fee  assignor's  wife 

simple  in  possession,  of  or  to  divers  messuages  or  tcne-  ^^J^^^^j^ 
ments,  lands  and  hereditaments,  situate  in  the  parish  of  of  her  former 
CarlmeU,  or  elsewhere  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  and  ^  ^"  * 
particularly  of  an  estate  called  Qi-een  Farm  ;  and,  being 
so  seised  or  entitled,  he  made  his  will  in  such  manner 
as  by  law  is  required  for  rendering  valid  devises  of  free- 
hold estates,  dated  the  29th  day  of  Mmf  1818 ;  and  he 
thereby,  after  directing  that  all  his  just  debts  and  funeral 
expenses,  and  the  several  legacies  and  bequests  therein- 
after given,  should  be  paid  by  his  executors  out  of  his 
estate,  gave  to  his  wife,  the  Defendant,  Ann  Newbj/,  the 
sum  of  50002.  current  money  of  c7a0iaica,andcertainhouse- 
hold  furniture,  and  directed  that  his  wife  should  have  the 
use  of  his  house  at  Richmond  Hill  as  a  residence,  with 
such  coveniences  and  allowances  as  his  executors  might 
in  their  discretion  think  fit,  during  such  time  only  as  she 
should  remain  his  widow ;  and  he  thereby  also  devised 
to  his  brother,  James  NeaHn/,  during  his  life,  all  his  said 

messuages 
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1837*    '  messuages  or  tenements,  lands  and  hereditaments,  com* 
monly  called  Green  Farm^  and  after  the  death  oi  James 
Newbt/f  to  revert  back  and  become  part  of  the  residue 
of  his  estate*     And  the  testator  deyised  and  bequeathed 
all  the  residue  and  remainder  of  his  estate,  real  and 
personal,  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  to  his  children 
to  be  begotten  on  the  body  of  his  said  wife,  share  and 
share  alike,  to  them  and  the  heirs  of  their  body  lawfully 
begotten,  for  ever ;  but  in  case  of  the  death  of  all  his 
children  without  lawful  heirs,  then  the  testator  devised 
the  same  unto  and  among  the  children  of  his  sister 
Jane  Meredith^  share  and  share  alike ;  and  in  case  of 
the  death  of  all  his  said  nephews  and  nieces  without 
lawful  issue,  then  to  be  divided  among  the  children  of 
his  brothers  J'homas  and  John  Newby^  share  and  share 
alike,  to  them,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever.     And 
the   testator   appointed   James   Newby  and   Hamilton 
Braamf  Isaac  Higgin  and  Alexander  Youngs  of  the  island 
of  Jamaica^  executors  of  his  will. 

The  bill  then,  stated  that  the  testator  afterwards 
made  a  codicil  to  his  will,  dated  the  2d  of  January  1819, 
whereby  he  revoked  the  appointment  of  Alexander 
Young  as  one  of  the  executors  of  his  will;  and  the  tes-  - 
tator  thereby  directed,  that  in  addition  to  the  other 
bequests  given  to  his  wife  by  his  will,  she  should  have 
the  use  of  Bichmond  Hill  House  as  a  residence,  with 
six  acres  of  land  round  the  house,  for  her  life.  And 
the  testator  thereby  also  directed  his  executors  to  lay 
out,  as  soon  after  his  decease  as  possible,  the  sum  of 
1500/.  in  the  purchase  of  a  house  and  land  in  the 
county  of  Lancaster^  to  be  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit 
of  his  wife. 

The  bill  proceeded  to  state,  that  the  testator  died  in 
Jamaica^  in  the  month  of  September  1820,  leaving  his 

wife 
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wife  Ann  Neixiby  surviving  him,  and  that  his  will  was 
duly  proved  in  Jamaica  by  Hamilton  Braamj  attorney, 
but  that  no  probate  was  ever  taken  out  in  this  country.  v. 

That  Bdbert  Newln/  never  had  any  children  by  his  wife 
Ann  Newby.  That,  after  the  death  of  Robert  Neaby^ 
James  Neabyj  the  devisee  for  life  named  in  the  will, 
entered  into  possession  or  receipt  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  estate  called  Green  Farm^  and  continued 
in  such  possession  or  receipt  until  his  death. 

The  bill  then  stated  that,  in  the  year  1821,  a  mar- 
riage was  solemnised  between  Ann  Newly ,  the  widow, 
and  the  Defendant  <7o^»  £fd/.  That  no  settlement  or 
provision  in  lieu  or  bar  of  dower  having  been  made  for 
the  benefit  of  Ann  HaU,  on  or  previously  to  the  mar- 
riage with  her  first  husband,  Robert  Nevobyy  she  became 
entitled,  upon  his  death,  to  dower  out  of  all  the  freehold 
estates  of  which  he  was  seised,  or  to  which  he  was  en- 
titled for  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  possession,  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  or  during  his  marriage  with  Ann 
Hall^  and  particularly  out  of  the  estate  called  Green 
Farm*  That  no  settlement  of  the  said  dower  having 
been  made  on  or  before  the  second  marriage  of  Ann 
Holly  the  Defendant  John  Hall  thereupon  became  abso- 
lutely entitled  thereto  during  the  joint  lives  of  himself 
and  Ann  Hall  by  virtue  of  his  marital  right;  and  that 
being  so  entitled,  John  Hall  duly  executed  an  indenture 
dated  15th  of  March  1884,  and  made  between  John 
Hally  of  the  first  part;  the  Plaintiffs  to  this  cause,  of  the 
second  part;  and  certain  persons  mentioned  to  be  ere* 
ditors  of  John  Hally  and  to  be  named  in  a  schedule  to 
the  deed,  of  the  third  part;  whereby  Jb^n  iia// assigned 
to  the  Plaintiffs  all  and  singular  the  legacies,  debts, 
moneys,  estate,  and  effects  whatsoever  and  wheresoever, 
and  of  what  nature  and  kind  soever,  which  John  Holly 
in  right  of  his  wife  or  otherwise,  was  possessed  of,  as 

Vol.  II.  Nn  well 
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Brown 

V, 

Meeeoith. 


well  under  the  will  and  Codicil  of  Bobo^  Nnby^  as  in 
any  other  manner,  on  certain  trusts  for  the  benefit  of 
the  creditors  of  John  HaUf  with  an  ultimate  trust  for 
the  benefit  of  John  HalU 


To  this  bill  the  Defendants^  who  claimed  under  the 
will  of  John  Neaby^  put  in  a  general  demurrer  fi>r  want 
of  equity* 

Mr.  Pemberton-  and  Mr.  Lqftus  Wiff-am^  in  support  of 
the  demurrer,  contended  first,  that  upon  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  testator's  will,  the  widow  was  put  to  her 
election ;  and  they  cited  MiMy*  Brain  {a)  and  Butcher 
V.  Kernp.  {b)  Wherever  it  could  be  collected  from  the 
whole  will,  that  the  intention  of  the  testator  would 
be  disappointed,  if  the  widow  insisted  upon  her  legal 
right  to  dower,  the  Court  would  hold,  that  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  testator  to  put  her  to  her  election* 
Secondly,  they  contended,  that  even  if  the  wife's  right 
to  dower  remained  unaffected  by  the  will,  it  did  not  pass 
under  the  deed  executed  by  the  Defendant  John  HalL 
The  widow's  right  to  have  her  dower  set  out  could  not 
be  made  the  subject  of  legal  assignment  by  an  after- 
taken  husband.  The  deed  purported  to  assign  "  all 
and  singular  the  legacies,  debts,  moneys,  estate,  and 
effects  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  and  of  what  nature 
or  kind  soever,  of  or  to  which  John  Hall^  in  right  of 
his  wife  or  otherwise,  was  possessed."  The  word 
<^  estate"  could  not  pass  a  mere  right  to  dower  not 
assigned  to  the  widow,  which  was  not  an  estate ;  nor 
could  it  indeed,  connected,  as  it  here  was,  with  other 
expressions  applicable  only  to  personal  estate,  pass  any 
interest  in  land.     In  WiUcinson  v.  Maryland  {c\  the 

testator 


{a)  4  Mad,  119. 
(6)  5  Mad.p\. 


(c)  Cro,  Car.  447. 
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testator  devised  <<all  the  rest  of  his  goods,  chattels,  1887. 

leases,  estates,  mortgage,  debts,  ready  money,  plate,  and  ^^*^^^"^^ 

other  goods  whereof  he  was  possessed,  to  his  wife ;"  and  v. 
it  was  held  that  no  fee  passed  to  her. 

Mr.  KindersUy  and  Mr.  Pabner^  controt^  insisted  that 
there  Was  nothing  in  this  testator's  will  to  raise  a  case 
of  election  against  the  wife's  right  to  dower,  and  they 
cited  Lawrence  v.  Lamrence{a)j  Lemon  v.  Lemon  {J)\ 
Lord  Dorchester  v.  The  Eart  of  Effingham  (c),  and  BiV- 
vdngham  v.  Kinoan,  {d)  As  to  the  second  objection, 
the  wife's  right  to  dower  was  clearly  an  interest  which 
the  husband,  in  equity  at  least,  was  capable  of  assign- 
ing. It  was  not  necessary  that  a  mere  right  should  be 
clothed  with  the  legal  title,  to  enable  a  party  interested 
in  that  right  to  sue  in  a  court  of  equity.  A  strong  il- 
lustration of  that  principle  was  afforded  by  the  case  of 
Alexander  v.  The  Duke  of  Wellington  (e),  where  it  was 
held,  that  a  military  prize  was  capable  of  being  effec- 
tually assigned  by  the  captor,  before  any  interest  had 
been  vested  in  him  by  a  grant  from  the  Crown.  The 
language  of  the  deed,  was  sufficient  to  pass  the  hus- 
band's interest  in  his  wife's  right  to  dower.  There  was 
no  ground  for  contending  that  the  word  "  estate " 
would  not  pass  a  right  to  recover  dower;  even  the 
word  ^^  debts "  was  sufficient  to  carry  the  arrears  of 
dower  to  which  the  widow  was  entitled.  All  that  Wil^ 
kinson  v.  Merryland  decided  was,  that  the  word  **  es- 
tates," when  so  connected  with  other  expressions  as  to 
exclude  an  intention  to  dispose  of  real  estate,  would  not 
pass  the  fee-simple  in  l^d. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply. 


The 


(a)  S  Vem.  S6S. ;  S.  C.  Freem.         (b)  8  Fin.  366.  pi.  45. 
254.;  1  Eq.  Ca,  Abr.  218.;  2  Eq.         (c)  Coop.  319. 
Ca.  Abr.  386. ;  and  1  Rop,  Hud.         [d)  2Sch.4r  Lef. 444. 
*  FT.  577.  ie)  2  RtUi.  *  M.  55. 
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18S7.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  first  question  raised  in  the  argument  was,  whe- 
ther Mrs.  HaU,  as  the  widow  of  BobeH  Neuoly,  was 
bound  to  elect  between  her  right  to  dower,  and  the  pro- 
visions made  for  her  by  his  will  and  codicil.  It  does 
not  appear  to  me  that  she  might  not  have  enjoyed  her 
dower  consistently  with  the  devise  contained  in  the  will 
and  codicil ;  or  that  the  enforcement  of  her  claim  to 
dower  would  have  defeated  any  intention  clearly  ex- 
pressed by  the  testator ;  but  on  the  present  occasion,  I 
do  not  think  it  necessary  to  determine  whether  she  was 
put  to  her  election  or  not,  for  the  next  question  is, 
whether  her  right  to  dower,  if  existing,  has  been  duly 
assigned  to  the  Plainttfis,  and  I  think  that  it  has  not 

Supposing  that  Mrs.  Jfoff,  as  the  widow  of  Bcbert 
Neooln/f  was  entitled  to  dower,  it  was  open  to  her  before 
her  second  marriage,  to  pursue  the  proper  means  to 
establish  her  right,  and  have  her  dower  assigned. 
When  a  woman  is  in  possession  of  such  portion  of  her 
deceased  husband's  estate  as  has  been  assigned  to  her 
for  her  dower,  and  is  thereby  tenant  in  dower,  her 
after-taken  husband  may  be  able  to  deal  with  that 
estate  in  the  same  manner,  and  to  the  same  extent,  that 
he  may  deal  with  any  other  real  estate  of  which  his  wife 
is  tenant  for  life;  but  until  the  lands  to  be  held  in 
dower  are  assigned,  the  widow  has  no  estate  in  the 
lands  of  her  deceased  husband.  She  has  a  right  to 
have  her  dower  assigned,  but  has  no  estate  in  the  lands ; 
and  her  after-taken  husband,  claiming  only  in  her  right, 
has  no  estate  in  the  lands. 

And  supposing  the  widow's  right  to  dower  to  be  an 
interest  which  her  after-taken  husband  could  assign  in 
equity,  I  think  that  by  the  deed  of  the  15th  of  March 

1834, 
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18S4,  as  stated  in  this  bill,  Mr.  Hall  has  not  assigned  1837. 
his  wife's  claims  to  dower  to  the  Plaintiffs.  The  deed 
purports  to  assign  ^*  all  and  singular  the  legacies,  debts, 
monies,  estate,  and  effects  whatsoever  and  wheresoever, 
and  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  of  or  to  which  the 
said  John  Holly  in  right  of  his  wife  or  otherwise,  was 
possessed,  as  well  under  the  will  and  codicil  of  Robert 
Neaoby  as  in  any  other  manner  howsoever."  There  is 
no  recital  referring  to  Mrs.  HatTs  claim  for  dower,  nor 
are  there  any  words  aptly  or  sufficiently  describing  it ; 
and  without  saying  that  the  right  of  Mrs.  Hall  might 
not,  by  proper  means,  have  been  effectually  assigned  in 
equity,  I  think  that  by  this  deed,  describing  the  pro- 
perty to  be  assigned  in  the  manner  I  have  mentioned, 
Mrs.  HalFs  right  to  dower,  if  existing,  did  not  pass ; 
and  consequently  that  the  Plaintiffs  have  no  right  to 
the  relief  they  ask,  and  that  the  demurrer  must  be 
allowed. 

Demurrer  allowed* 
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"".  DA  VIES  V.  DAVIE& 

June  12. 


nnHE  bill  was  filed  by  two  of  the  persons  beneficially 
-^    entitled  to  the  residue  of  the  estate  of  the  testator. 


A  bill  was 
filed  by  resi- 
duary legatees 
against  the        William  DavieSf  who  had  carried  on  the  business  of  a 

the  surviving    ship-builder  in  co-partnership  with  the  Defendant  John 

partner  of  the  ;B^ckle,  against  Joseph  Davies,  the  executor  under  the 

testator,  for  ^^  , 

an  account  of  will,  and   John  Buckle^  the  surviving  partner  of  the 

M  ^toan*^^"     testator.     It  prayed  for  an  account  of  the  partnership 

actions.    It      transactions  between   the  deceased  testator  and   John 

aS^nto^^*     Bttc^tfc,  and  that  the  balance  due  to  the  estate  of  the 

valuation  of     testator  might  be  ascertained.     The  bill  charged,  that  a 

ship  stock  had  pretended  valuation  had  been  made  of  the  partnership 

been  made  by  g^Qck  after  the  decease  of  the  testator,  by  a  clerk  of  the 

a  clerk  of  the 

surviving  part-  Defendant  John  Bucil€f  ond  that  the  same  was  not  a 

ner ;  and  that  f^j.  valuation ;  that  no  account  had  been  settled  between 

there  was  no 

sealed  ac-       the  Defendants  in  respect  of  the  partnership  transac- 

twMntheDe-  ^ions,   or,   that  if   there   was    any  pretended'  settled 

fendant,  or       account,  the  same  was  fraudulent  and  collusive ;  and  it 

the  same  was    prayed  a  discovery  in  respect  of  such  pretended  settled 

fraudulent       account     It  further  charcred  that  the  documents  and 

and  collusive.  ° 

The  Defend-     vouchers  relatmg  to  the  partnership  transactions  were 

vmne  part^"  ^^  ^^^  possession  of  the  Defendants,  and  that  they  re- 
ner,  pleaded  a  fused  to  permit  the  same  to  be  inspected.     To  this  bill 

settled  fl.Ca  ^p>.  ^_ 

count  with  ^^®  Defendant,  John  Buckle,  put  in  a  plea  and  answer, 
the  executor  whereby 

to  the  whole  '' 

bill,  except  such  parts  thereof  as  were  comprised  in  his  answer  in  support  of  the  plea, 
and  by  wnich  he  denied  any  fraud  or  collusion  whatever.  Held,  first,  that  the  plea, 
being  to  part  of  the  relief  and  part  of  the  discovery,  instead  of  to  the  whole  of  the 
relief  ana  part  of  the  discovery,  was  irregular  in  point  of  form,  but  leave  was  given 
to  amend ;  secondly,  that  the  Defendant  was  not  bound  to  set  forth  the  settled  ac- 
count, or  to  aver  that  he  had  delivered  up  the  vouchers  to  the  executor;  and  lastly, 
that  though  the  charge  of  an  unfair  valuation  of  the  oartnership  stock  was  not  ex- 
pressly denied  by  the  answer,  the  plea  did  not,  therefore,  cover  too  much,  as  such 
a  valuation  might  have  been  admitted  consistently  with  a  just  final  account. 

The  case  of  Bowiher  v.  Watkim  does  not  establish  the  general  proposition,  that 
in  every  case  a  bill  may  be  filed  against  any  executor  and  the  surviving  partner  of 
the  testator,  without  charging  and  proving  fraud  or  collusion  between  wem. 
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whereby  he  pleaded  to  the  whole  bill,  except  such  parts  18S7. 
thereof  as  charged  that,  if  there  had  been  any  pretended 
settled  account,  the  same  was  fraudulent  and  collusive; 
and  averred  that  a  final  account  had  been  settled  be- 
tween him,  the  Defendant  John  ^Buckley  and  the  De* 
fendant  Joseph  DavieSf  in  respect  of  the  partnership 
transactions,  on  the  Slst  of  December  1882,  upon  which 
account  a  balance  of  2551/.  8fS.  4td.  was  due  to  him  the 
Defendant  Bttckle^  which  balance  was  paid  to  him  on 
the  17th  of  Men/  1838,  when  he  signed  a  receipt  for  the 
amount  to  the  Defendant  Joseph  Dairies.  To  the  parts 
of  the  bill  excepted  from  the  plea,  the  Defendant  an- 
swered by  denying  any  fraud  or  collusion  whatsoever. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Stintanj  in  support  of  the 
plea. 

Mn  Cooper  and  Mr.  Spurrier^  contri. 

The^e  are  three  grounds  of  objection  to  this  plea  and 
answer.  *  First,  wherever  it  appears  that  the  Plaintiff  is 
not  in  possession  of  an  account,  or  a  copy  of  it,  and  the 
Defendant  pleads  a  settled  account,  he  must  annex  a 
copy  of  the  alleged  account  to  his  answer.  Hankey  v. 
Simpson,  (a) 

In  this  case  no  such  copy  is  annexed  to  the  plea  and 
answer.  The  Plaintiffs  were  not  parties  to  the  account, 
and  they  have  no  means  of  judging  of  the  fairness  of  the 
pretended  stated  account,  unless  it  is  set  forth  by  the 
Defendant.  The  next  objection  is,  that  it  is  not  averred 
by  the  plea  that  the  vouchers  were  delivered  up  by  the 
Defendant  BttcJcle  to  the  executor,  and  if  not,  the 
Plaintiffs  ought  to  have  access  to  them.  It  has  been 
determined  that  a  plea  of  a  settled  account  and  release 

to 

(fl)  5At^.S05. 
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18S7*  ^  to  inquiries  as  to  the  execution  of  a  trust,  does  not 
extend  to  the  discovery  of  vouchers:  Clarke  v.  The 
Earl  of  Ormonde  (a).  A  third  objection  to  the  plea  is* 
that  it  covers  too  much.  The  bill  contains  a  special 
charge  that  a  fraudulent  valuation  of  the  partnership 
stock  was  made  by  Judge,  a  clerk  of  the  Defendant 
Buckle;  that  charge  is  not  denied  by  the  answer,  and, 
if  covered  by  the  plea,  must  be  taken  to  be  true; 
Hoche  V.  MorgelU  {b)  A  general  denial  of  fraud  by  the 
answer  is  not  suGScient,  since  a  particular  charge  must 
be  met  by  a  specific  denial :  Badford  v.  Wilson,  (c)  In 
a  bill  filed  by  residuary  legatees  for  an  account  against 
an  executor  and  surviving  partner  of  the  testator,  it  is 
not  necessary,  in  the  first  place,  to  charge  collusion,  as 
it  would  be  in  order  to  sustain  a  bill  against  an  exe- 
cutor and  any  other  debtor  to  the  testator's  estate ;  and, 
if  collusion  be  charged,  as  it  is  in  the  present  case,  the 
charge  need  not  be  substantiated:  Bffiosher  v.  Wat'- 
kins,  {d)  The  plea  is  moreover  bad  in  point  of  form ; 
it  ought  to  have  been  a  plea  to  the  whole  of  the  relief 
and  to  a  part  of  the  discovery;  but,  taking  no  distinction 
between  relief  and  discovery,  it  is  a  plea  to  the  whole  of 
the  bill,  except  certain  parts  of  it  which  charges,  that  if 
there  were  any  pretended  settled  account,  the  same  was 
fraudulent.  The  answer  is  not  confined  to  any  par- 
ticular matters  charged  in  the  bill,  but  contains  a  general 
denial  of  fraud ;  and,  as  there  is  no  assignable  separa- 
tion of  the  matter  which  is  the  subject  of  the  plea  and 
of  the  answer,  the  answer  overrules  the  plea:  Lord 
i^ortarlington  v.  SouUy.  {e)  Either  the  alleged  un&ir- 
ness  in  the  valuation  of  the  partnership  stock  is  included 
in  the  general  denial  of  fraud  by  the  answer,  or  it  is 
not.    If  it  is  included,  the  plea  and  answer  are  to  the 

same 
(fl)  Jac.  116.  (rf)  1  Buss.  4-  Myine^  277. 

[h)  2  Scho.  4-  Lef.  727.  (e)  6  Sim,  556, 
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same  matter^  and  the  answer  over-rules  the  plea;  if  it       18S7. 
is  not  included  in  the  answer^  the  plea  covers  too  much 
by  admitting  the  alleged  unfairness  of  the  valuation. 

Mr.  Pembertofi,  in  reply. 

The  objection  to  the  form  of  the  plea  is  a  mere  verbal 
objection.  It  is  said  that  the  Defendant  ought  to  have 
pleaded  to  the  whole  of  the  relief  and  to  all  the  dis- 
covery, except  so  much  of  it  as  is  met  by  the  answer^ 
whereas  he  had  pleaded  to  the  whole  of  the  bill,  that  is, 
to  the  whole  of  the  relief  and  discovery,  except  so  much 
of  the  bill  as  seeks  relief  or  discovery,  which  is  mfet 
by  the  answer.  The  plea  is,  at  any  rate,  substantially 
good ;  and  if  no  other  objection  to  it  can  be  sustained, 
the  Court  will  permit  it  to  be  amended.  As  to  the 
first  objection.  Lord  Hardwzcke,  in  the  case  cited,  says 
*'it  is  not  necessary  in  every  case  that  the  account 
should  be  annexed  by  way  of  schedule  to  the  answer, 
for  the  plea  is  sufficient  in  case  it  be  a  fair  account 
between  the^parties."  In  that  case,  the  Plaintiff  was  a 
party  to  the  account,  and  expressly  charged  in  his  bill 
that  he  had  no  counterpart ;  here  there  is  no  such 
charge  in  the  bill,  nor  were  the  Plainti£&  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  a  counterpart.  As  to  the  vouchers,  they 
were  of  course  delivered  up  to  the  executors  upon  the 
settlement  of  the  account,  and  the  right  of  the  Plaintiffs 
to  call  for  the  inspection  of  them,  if  any  right  existed, 
would  be  against  the  executor  and  not  against  the  De- 
fendant Buckle.  The  plea  of  a  settled  account  by  a 
party  dealing  with  an  executor*  implies  the  delivery  of 
vouchers  to  the  executor  who  was  entitled  to  receive 
them,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  such  delivery. 
In  Clarke  v.  Lord  Ormonde^  the  plea  of  a  settled  account 
and  release,  was  by  the  trustee  against  the  cestui  que 
trust.  The  case  of  Baiosher  v.  Watkins  is  open  to  much 
observation,  and  the  ground  upon  which  Sir  John  Leach 

determined 
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I8S7.  determined  it,  does  not  appear  in  the  decinon;  but 
there  was  a  circumstance  in  that  case,  whidi  may  ac* 
count  for  the  judgment,  and  which  is  wanting  in  the 
present  case,  and  that  is,  that  there  were  specific  assets 
in  the  hands  of  the  surviving  partner,  liable  to  the 
claim  of  the  cestui  que  trust.  As  to  the  objection  that 
the  plea  covers  too  much,  that  b  founded  upon  the 
assumption  that  the  plea  admits  an  unfair  valuation, 
and  that  such  valuation  forms  an  ingredient  in  the 
aettled  account.  The  answer  to  this  is,  first,  that  die 
charge  of  an  unfiaiir  valuation,  is  sufficiently  rebutted  by 
the  answer,  which  denies  all  firaud  and  collusion ;  and 
secondly,  that  if  an  unfair  valuation  is  included  in,  and 
according  to  the  strict  rule  of  pleading,  admitted  by 
the  plea,  the  efiect  of  the  plea  and  answer  is  to  aver, 
that  such  unfair  valuation  was  rejected  firom  the  final 
account 

The  Master  tf  the  Rous. 

This  plea  is  substantially  a  plea  to  the  whole  of  the 
relief  sought  by  the  bill,  though  it  is  defective  in  point 
of  form,  according  to  the  decision  in  Lord  Partarling'- 
ton  v.  Soulby^  being  a  plea  to  the  whole  of  the  bill, 
except  that  part  of  it  which  is  met  by  the  answer, 
whereas  it  ought  to  have  been  a  plea  to  the  whole  of 
the  relief,  and  all  the  discovery  except  what  is  stated  by 
he  answer.  As  this  is  a  mere  slip  in  point  of  form,  the 
Defendant  will  be  at  liberty  to  amend  his  plea,  if,  in 
other  respects,  the  plea  can  be  sustained,  and  I  am  of 
opinion  that  it  can.  Three  objections  have  been  taken 
on  the  part  of  the  Plaintifis ;  first,  that  no  copy  of  the 
account  is  annexed  to  the  plea  and  answer ;  secondly, 
that  there  is  no  averment  that  the  vouchers  were  de* 
livered  up  by  the  Defendant  to  the  executor;  and 
thirdly,  that  the  plea  covers  matter,  which  must  be 
taken  to  be  true,  and,  if  true,  will  render  the  defence 

unavailable 
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unavailable  for  want  of  equity.    It  has  been  said,  in  the 
course  of  the  argument,  that  in  a  suit  constituted  as  this 
is,  against  the  executor  and  surviving  partner  of  the 
testator,  for  an  account  of  the  partnership  transactions, 
it  was  not  necessary  to  prove  the  fraud  and  collusion 
which  are  charged  in  the  bill,  and  the  case  of  Batmher 
V.  Watkins  was  cited  in  support  of  that  proposition.    I 
well  recollect  that  there  were  special  circumstances  which 
induced  Sir  John  Leach  to  come  to  the  conclusion  he 
did  in  that  case,  and  that  the  decision  was  far  from 
establishing  the  general  proposition  that  in  every  case,  a 
bill  might  be  filed  against  an  executor  and  surviving 
partner  of  the  testator,  without  charging  and  proving 
fraud  or  collusion.     In  this  case  there  are  no  special 
circumstances ;  it  is  a  bill  filed  by  persons  beneficially 
interested  in  the  testator's  estate,  against  the  executor 
and  the  surviving  partner,  and  it  seeks  to  have  the  part- 
nership accounts  now.     The  t)efendant,  the  surviving 
partner,  by  his  plea  avers,  that  an  account  was  settled 
with  the  executor  on  the  31st  of  December  1832,  and 
that,  if  unimpeached,  is  a  sufficient  defence  to  the  bilL 
It  is  said  that  the  Defendant  ought  to  have  set  forth  the 
settled  account;  but  that  is  not,  generally,  necessary ;  a 
bill  may  be  so  framed  as  to  render  it  incumbent  upon  a 
Defendant  to  set  forth  a  settled  account,  but  it  does  not 
i^pear  to  me  that  this  bill  is  so  framed.     There  is  no 
distinct  allegation  in  the  bill,  that  the  Plainti£&  are 
unable  to  obtain  an  inspection  of  the  account  or  of  the 
vouchers,  or  that  they  have  been  applied  for  in  the 
proper  quarter.     The  only  point  as  to  which  I  have  felt 
any  difficulty,   is  the  charge  of  an  unfair  valuation 
having  been  made  by  the  clerk  of  the  Defendant  Buckle. 
That  charge  is  not  specifically  answered,  and  must, 
therefore,  be  taken  to  be  admitted  by  the  plea.     But  I 
do  not  find  any  thing  in  the  bill  that  necessarily  con- 
nects this  charge  with  the  settlement  of  the  account;  it 

is 
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1887.  is  not  alleged  that  the  final  account  was  taken  upon  the 
footing  of  the  unfair  valuation ;  and  as  no  relief  is 
prayed,  beyond  the  taking  of  the  partnership  accounts, 
and  the  fiict  of  an  improper  valuation  having  been  made, 
is  not  inconsistent  with  a  final  account  which  is  unim- 
peachable, I  think  this  plea  and  answer  must  be  allowed, 
subject  to  the  amendment  of  the  irregularity  in  point  <^ 
form. 

The  Plainti£&  applied  for  and  obtained  leave  to 
amend  their  bill  within  ten  days,  waiving  the  irregu- 
larity in  the  form  of  the  plea  which  was  to  stand  good, 
if  the  bill  were  not  amended  witliin  the  limited  time. 


The  Plaintiffs  did  not  amend  their  bill,  but  after  the 
expiration  of  the  limited  time  filed  a  replication  to  the 
answers  only  of  the  Defendants  but  not  to  the  plea. 

Jan,  18.  A  motion  was  afterwards  made  on  the  part  of  the 

Defendant  Bucklej  that  the  costs  of  the  suit  might  be 
paid  by  the  Plainti£& ;  and,  in  support  of  that  motion,  it 
was  said  that  under  the  thirty-first  of  the  new  orders  of 
1828  (a),  upon  the  allowance  of  the  plea,  which  in  this 
case,  was  substantially  a  plea  to  the  whole  bill,  the 
Defendant  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  taxed  costs  of 
the  suit,  unless  the  Plaintiils  had  undertaken  to  reply 
to  the  plea.  Instead  of  undertaking  to  reply  to  the  plea, 
the  Plaintifis  then  obtained  leave  to  amend  their  bill 
within  a  limited  time,  which  they  had  suffered  to  elapse 
without  taking  advantage  of  the  indulgence  thus  given 
them  by  the  Court.  They  were  now  therefore  in  the 
same  situation  as  if  they  had  declined  filing  a  replication 
to  the  plea  at  the  hearing,  and  were  subject,  therefore, 
to  the  provisions  of  the  thirty-first  order.    The  general 

replication 
(a)  2  Ru99»  Appendix^  12. 
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replication  as  it  applied  to  the  answer  of  the  Defendant 
Buckle  raised  no  issue,  as  that  was  a  mere  answer  in 
support  of  the  plea  denying  fraud  and  collusion.  Gfrj/^ 
^hs  y.  Wood^  W.^B.  307.,  was  cited. 
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For  the  Plaintiffs  it  was  insisted,  that  the  replication  to 
the  answer  of  the  Defendant  Btickle  raised  the  material 
issue  in  the  cause,  namely,  whether  the  account  was  or 
was  not  a  &ir  one ;  and  that  the  allowance  of  the  plea, 
even  if  the  Plainti£&  were  now  precluded  from  replying 
to  it,  by  no  means  involved  the  costs  of  the  suit.  That 
the  allowance  of  a  plea  did  not,  like  the  allowance  of  a 
demurrer,  put  the  cause  out  of  courts  and  the  Plaintiffs 
were  still  at  liberty  to  file  a  replication  to  the  plea. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  ordered  that  the  Plaintiffs 
should,  upon  payment  of  the  costs  of  this  application,  be 
at  liberty  to  file  a  replication  to  the  plea  within  a  week; 
and,  if  they  did  not,  that  the  costs  of  the  suit  should  be 
paid  by  the  Plaintiffs  to  the  Defendant,  (a) 

{a)  The  order  was  afterwards  affirmed  by  the  Lord  ChaDccllor. 


The  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  JACKSON. 


May  1. 
JuneZ, 


^T^HIS  information  was  filed  by  the  Attorney-General  A  testator, by 
-*■    at  the  relation  of  John  Bradley^  against  the  trustees  j^n'thc'yew*'* 

in  whom  were  vested  certain  estates,  given  by  several  U56,  devised 

^    ^  ^         landfl  upon 
testators  condition, 

that  with  the 
rest  of  the  premises,  the  trustees  therein  mentioned  should  cause  a  free-school  to  be 
kept  in  the  village  of  H.  for  evermore,  to  the  intent  that  the  children,  that  should 
be  there  brought  up,  should  pray  for  the  testator's  soul,  and  for  all  Christian  souls. 
Held,  that  the  words  "  free-school,"  ought  not  to  be  construed  as  if  they  were 
^  free  grammar-school,"  and  that  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  devised  estates  were 
applicable  to  all  elementary  instruction. 
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testators  for  the  endowment  of  a  school  for  the  benefit 
of  the  inhabitants  of  Hampton  parish,  and  other 
charitable  purposes,  and  its  object  was  to  obtain  the 
directions  of  the  Court  for  the  better  management  and 
regulation  of  the  charitable  foundations  in  question,  and 
the  better  application  of  the  trust  estates.  One  of  the 
questions  raised  in  the  cause  was  whether  under  a  devise 
upon  condition  that  with  the  rent  of  the  premises,  the 
vicar,  churchwardens,  and  parishioners  of  the  parish  of 
Hampton  should  cause  a  free-school  to  be  kept  in  the 
said  village  for  evermore,  to  the  intent  that  the  children 
that  should  be  there  brought  up,  should  pray  for  the 
testator^s  soul,  and  for  all  Christians,  the  word  **  free- 
school,''  could  be  construed  in  any  other  s^ise  than  that 
of  "free  grammar-school;"  and,  if  not,  whether  the 
instruction  to  be  given  to  the  children  could  be  extended 
to  other  branches  of  elementary  learning  besides  instruo* 
tion  in  the  learned  languages. 


On  the  one  side  the  case  of  T^e  Attomey^General  v. 
Whitely{a)  was  cited,  where  the  free-school  at  Leeds 
was  held  to  be  a  free  grammar-school,  for  teaching 
grammatically  the  learned  languages,  and  Lord  Eldon 
held,  that  the  Court  had  no  power  to  permit  the  funds 
of  the  charity  to  be  applied  to  procuring  the  means  of 
instruction  in  any  other  branch  of  learning.  That 
decision  was  followed  by  Sir  Thomas  Plumer^  in  The 
Attorney-General  v.  The  Dean  and  Canons  of  Christ" 
Church  {b)  who  observed  that  in  The  Attomey-General  v. 
Whiteley  it  was  much  pressed  upon  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
and  it  would  have  been  very  desirable,  that  part  of  the 
funds  should  have  been  employed  on  another  object  more 
fit  for  the  inhabitants  of  acommercial  town ;  but  it  wasnot 
in  the  power  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  to  order  it,  and  intro- 
duce 
{a)  1 1  Vet.  241 .  (6)  Jac.  484. 
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duce  any  thing  not  according  to  the  nature  of  the  founda- 
tion. The  subject  was  again  considered  by  Lord  Eldon 
in  The  Attomey-General  y.  The  Earl  of  Mansfield  (a), 
and  he  adhered  to  the  same  opinion.  It  was  true  that 
the  principle  laid  down  by  Lord  Eldon  had  been  departed 
from  in  some  recent  cases,  but  it  was  doubtful  whether, 
in  those  cases,  the  Court  bad  not  exceeded  its  jurisdiction. 
The  question  was  not  so  much  one  of  authority,  as  of 
jurisdiction. 

On  the  other  side,  the  cases  of  The  Attomey^General  ▼• 
The  Haberdashers*  Company  (i),  TJte  Attorney-General 
V.  Dime  (c),  and  The  Attomey^General  v.  Gascoigne  (cf), 
were  relied  upon;  and  it  was  argued  that  the  words 
** free-school''  were  distinguishable  from  *^ free  grammar- 
school,^'  and  that  even  if  the  latter  words,  notwithstand- 
ing the  recent  authorities,  were  to  be  confined  to  the 
sense  put  upon  them  by  Lord  Eldon,  there  was  nothing 
in  the  language  of  this  will  to  shew,  that  the  testator 
meant  to  restrict  the  instruction  to  be  given  to  the 
children,  who  were  the  objects  of  his  bounty,  to  in- 
struction in  the  learned  language.  On  the  contrary, 
the  intent  that  they  should  pray  for  the  testator's  soul, 
and  for  all  Christian  souls,  appeared  to  afford  a  sanction 
for  the  most  liberal  and  comprehensive  scheme  of  in- 
struction of  which  the  funds  would  admit. 

Mr.  Pembertonf  Mr.  Addis,  and  Mr.  fVilliamson,  in 
support  of  the  information, 

Mr.  Tinney,  Mr.  Kindersley,  Mr.  Koe,  and  Mr.  0. 
Anderdon,  for  the  Defendants. 


1887. 


(a)  SRuu.SlZ. 
lb)  SRuts.SSO. 
(c)  Ibid.  594  D. 


The 

(d)  2  Mylne  Jjr  Xeen^eSS.; 
and  see  The  Attome^General  v. 
Cbtttf  CoUege,  2  Keen^  150. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  object  of  this  information,  is  to  obtain  the  di- 
rections of  this  Court  for  the  reguladon  and  manage- 
ment of  a  school  at  Hampton^  by  means  of  the  due 
application  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  certain  estates, 
now  Tested  in  the  Defendants,  and  also  to  obtain  an 
account  of  the  rents  received  by  the  Defendants  since 
the  death  of  Dr.  Hemmingf  a  former  master  of  the 
school,  and  of  their  application  thereof 

That  which  is  generally  called  by  the  general  name 
of  Hampton  parish,  consists  of  two  distinct  districts, 
which  are  called  Hampton  Tarni  and  Hampton  Wick; 
and  it  is  said,  that  for  roost,  if  not  all  ecclesiastical 
purposes,  these  districts  constituted  distinct  parishes. 

The  trust  for  the  school  comprises  several  endow- 
ments, all  of  which  were  made  for  the  benefit  of  Hamp^ 
ton  parish.  The  first  gift  was  made  by  the  will  of 
Bobert  Hammonde^  dated  the  7th  of  March  1556.  The 
testator  thereby  gave  a  tenement  and  an  acre  of  Isnd 
to  the  vicar  and  churchwardens  of  the  parish  church  of 
Hampton  and  to  their  successors,  vicars  and  church- 
wardens, and  also  to  the  parishioners  of  the  said  parish, 
to  hold  the  same  to  the  vicar,  churchwardens,  and 
parishioners  of  the  same  parish  of  Hampton,  and  to 
their  successors  for  ever,  upon  condition,  that  with 
the  rent  of  the  premises,  the  said  vicar,  churchwardens, 
and  parishioners,  should  cause  a  free-school  to  be  kept 
in  the  said  village  for  evermore,  to  the  intent  that  the 
children,  that  there  should  be  brought  up,  should  pray 
for  the  testator's  soul,  and  for  all  Christian  souls ;  im- 
mediately after  his  decease,  he  willed  that  tlie  said 
vicar  and  the  churchwardens  for  the  time  being  should 
take  40s«  8i.,  parcel  of  the  rent  of  the  premises,  yearly 
for  three  years  then  next  following,  and  therewith  should 

furnish 
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furnish  in  the  church-yard  there,  a  house  with  seats 
in  it  for  children  to  be  taught  in  it;  and  he  willed  that 
the  vicar,  that  then  was,  should  have  yearly  of  the  rent 
of  the  premises,  ISs.  ^d.  during  the  said  three  years; 
and,  after  the  house  should  be  finished,  then  he  willed 
that  the  said  vicar  should  have  the  whole  rent  of  the 
said  tenement  and  premises  during  his  natural  life,  so 
that  he  would  teach  children  freely,  and  repair  the 
housing.  The  second  gift  was  made  by  the  will  of 
Edmund  Pidgeorif  dated  the  20th  of  October  1657;  and 
thereby,  he  gave  certain  stables  unto  the  free-school 
of  Hampion  for  even  The  gift  of  Pidgem  is  therefore, 
a  mere  accession  to  the  gift  of  Hammonde.  The  pro- 
portions given  by  both  wills  now  produce  a  rent  of 
m  6s.  per  annum;  and  upon  the  will  of  Hammonde  it 
is  to  be  observed,  that  he  intended  the  school  to  be 
in  the  village  Hampton^  and  in  the  church*yard  there : 
that  the  children  who  are  to  have  the  benefit  of  the 
school,  are  merely  described  as  the  children  that  there 
should  be  brought  up,  without  any  reference  whatever 
as  to  the  residence  and  quality  of  their  parents ;  and 
that  the  first  schoolmaster  was  to  be  the  then  vicar,  on 
condition  that  he  should  teach  the  children  fireely,  and 
repair  the  housing.  He  calls  hb  intended  school  a 
free-school ;  but  except  as  to  any  inference  which  may 
be  deduced  from  that  expression,  and  his  intent  that 
the  children  should  pray  for  his  soul  and  all  Christian 
souls,  there  is  nothing  in  the  will,  to  indicate  what  sort 
of  instruction,  the  testator  intended  to  be  given  to  the 
children. 
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The  other  gifts  originated  in  the  will  of  John  Jones^ 
described  to  be  of  Hampion-on^TAames.  This  will, 
which  is  said  to  be  in  two  parts,  was  not  so  executed  as 
to  pass  lands ;  but  that  which  is  called  the  first  part  is 
dated  the  21st  of  October  1691 ;  and  the  purport  of  it, 

Vol.  II.  O  o  after 
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after  giving  a  meadow  and  the  parsonage  of  HmtipUm  to 
Richard  Ward  for  life,  was  to  give  the  reversion  of  the 
said  meadow  and  parsonage  unto  the  maintenance  of  six 
aged  and  poor  persons  of  Hampton  parish*  and  to  the 
maintenance  of  a  free  school  theroi  to  be  apportioned  as 
follows;  namely,  to  each  of  the  six  poor  aged  men  6U 
per  annum,  payable  every  year  at  ChristnwMf  when  also 
the  schoolmaster  was  to  be  paid  36/«  mores  which  lega* 
cies  together  amount  to  722.  And  then  he  gave  the 
overplus  of  his  rents  at  Hampton  to  Natiani^Lace^9Sid 
his  heirs  by  his  then  wife,  desiring  him  to  use  his  best 
endeavours  in  the  doe  settling  and  carrying  on  the 
legacies,  so  as  to  answer  the  good  intended  thereby. 
That,  which  is  called  the  second  part  of  the  same  will, 
but  which  rather  appears  to  be  a  substitution  for  the 
first  part,  is  dated  the  36th  of  March  1692  s  and  thereby 
the  testator,  after  giving  the  meadow  and  parsonage  to 
Bichard  Ward  for  life,  expresses  himself  as  follows ;  — 
Item,  I  give  the  reversion  of  the  said  meadow  and  par- 
sonage unto  the  maintenance  of  six  aged  poor  men  who 
are  of  good  life  and  conversation,  and  inhabitants  of 
Hampton-'Upon^Thamesy  not  exceeding  the  snm  of  6^ 
per  annum  to  each  of  the  said  six  persons;  and  the 
remainder  of  the  annual  value  of  the  said  meadow  and 
parsonage  my  will  and  mind  is  shall  be  paid  and  allowed 
to  an  honest  and  able  schoolmaster*  to  be  approved 
annually  by  the  churchwardens  of  the  parish,  who  may 
and  must  teach  six  poor  children  of  the  said  parish  to 
read  and  write,  and  to~  instruct  them  in  the  catechism, 
that  they  may  know  their  duties  both  to  God  and  man« 
And  it  appears  that  the  testator  gave  the  residue  of  his 
personal  estate  to  such  pious  and  charitable  uses  as  his 
executors  should  think  fit. 


The  will  of  John  Jones  not  being  so  executed  as  to 
pass  real  estates^  the  devised  estate  descended  upon 
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Martha  Tarrian,  bis  sister  and  heir-at*law;  and  8he» 
by  deed  dated  the  27th  of  Augua  1692,  conveyed  the 
meadow  and  parsonage  (the  subject  of  the  devise)  to  the 
use  of  Richard  Aitkin  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his 
right  heirs ;  and,  disputes  having  arisen  between  Aitkin 
and  the  executors  of  John  Janes,  the  differences  were 
referred  to  the  arbitration  of  Sir  Bichard  Eainesj  who 
awarded  that,  in  consideration  of  260/.  to  be  paid  to 
AitUn  by  the  executors,  he  should  convey  the  meadow 
and  parsonage  as  they  should  appoint;  and  accordingly, 
by  indenture  dated  the  27th  of  March  1696,  and  made 
between  AitUn  of  the  first  part,  the  executors  of  John 
Jones  of  the  second  part,  and  the  vicar  of  Hampton^ 
together  with  ten  other  persons  by  name,  of  the  third 
part,  Aitkinf  by  the  direction  of  the  executors,  con- 
veyed the  premises  (except  the  advowson  or  right  of 
patronage)  to  the  parlies  of  the  third  part,  as  trustees 
on  trust,  to  pay  6/.  a  year  to  each  of  the  she  poor  men 
to  be  named  as  therein  mentioned ;  and  on  trust  to  pay 
the  residue  of  the  rents  yearly  to  the  schoolmaster  for 
the  time  being  of  the  free  school  in  Hampton,  or  to 
some  other  person  that  should  teach  the  said  sue  poor 
children ;  namely,  six  poor  children  of  the  said  parish, 
to  write  and  read :  and,  after  certain  clauses  providing 
for  the  indemnity  of  the  trustees,  it  was  declared  that 
the  six  poor  aged  men  and  the  six  poor  children  who 
were  to  partake  of  the  said  charity,  should  from  thence- 
forth for  ever  be  annually  appointed  by  the  minister  and 
churchwardens  of  the  parish  of  Hampton  for  ever ;  and 
that,  when  any  eight  of  the  feoffees  before  named  should 
die,  the  survivors  should  (upon  the  request  and  at  the 
costs  and  charges  of  the  minister  and  churchwardens 
and  parishioners  of  the  parish  of  Hampton)  convey  the 
estate  unto  such  other  eight  persons  (to  the  use  of  them- 
selves the  survivors  and  such  other  eight  persons  as 
Oo  2  aforesaid) 
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aforesfud)  as  the  minister  and  churchwardens  of  the 
parish  at  that  time  being  should  appoint. 

The  property  comprised  in  this  deed  is  said  to  pro- 
duce a  rent  of  208/.  5s.  per  annum,  after  paying  6L  a 
year  to  each  of  the  six  poor  men.  And  upon  this  deed 
it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  children  who  are  to  have 
the  benefit  of  the  charity  are  only  described  as  six  poor 
children  of  the  parish,  to  be  appointed  by  the  minister 
and  churchwardens;  that  the  estate  was  vested  in  trus- 
tees, who  were  to  pay  the  rents  (beyond  the  payment  of 
the  six  poor  men)  to  the  schoolmaster  of  the  free-school 
in  Hampton^  or  to  some  other  person  who  would  teach 
the  six  poor  children  to  write  and  read :  and  it  is  pro- 
vided that,  upon  the  death  of  eight  trustees,  eight  new 
trustees  are  to  be  appointed  by  the  ministers  and 
churchwardens,  and  the  survivors  are  to  make  the 
proper  conveyance;  but  as  this  conveyance  is  to  be 
made  at  the  request  of  the  minister,  churchwarden,  and 
parishioners,  it  was  intended  to  give  an  efiiectual  control 
over  the  appointment  or  election  of  the  new  trustees  to 
the  minister,  churchwardens,  and  parishioners. 

The  last  endowment  was  conferred  by  a  deed  dated 
the  20th  oi  April  1697,  and  made  between  the  executors 
of  John  Jones,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  vicar  of  Hampton 
and  the  same  ten  persons  who  were  trustees  under  the 
former  deed,  of  the  second  part;  and  thereby,  after 
reciting  the  will  of  Jokn  Jones,  and  that  his  executors, 
having  made  provision  for  the  six  aged  men  and  six 
poor  children,  were  willing  to  make  some  further  pro- 
vision for  an  able  schoolmaster  to  teach  and  instruct 
children  in  the  Latin  tongue ;  and  that  they  had  pur- 
chased the  property  thereby  conveyed  with  intent  to 
settle  it  for  charitable  uses  in  further  performance  of  the 
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will  of  Jones^  it  was  witnessed  that  they  conveyed  the 
property  to  the  trustees  and  their  heirs,  on  trust  that 
the  rents  might  be  employed  for  or  towards  the  main- 
tenance of  an  able  schoolmaster,  lawfully  licensed  and 
qualified  to  teach  and  instruct  children,  and  who  should 
be  resident  and  living  in  a  convenient  school  or  house 
within  the  town  of  Hampton^  who  should  freely  and 
without  any  other  reward,  and  not  by  deputy  or  sub- 
.  stitute  (unless  in  case  of  sickness  or  unavoidable  neces- 
sity), teach  and  instruct  the  children  residing  and  living 
within  the  said  town  or  parish  of  Hampton^  the  English 
and  Latin  tongues,  and  to  understand  the  catechising 
then  allowed  by  the  church  of  England.  And  after 
reciting,  that  there  was  a  free-school  at  Hampton^  the 
roaster  whereof  was  meanly  provided  for,  it  was  declared, 
that  the  master  of  the  said  school  should  have  the  pre- 
ference before  any  other  person  to.  have  the  benefit  of 
the  said  charity  and  benefaction,  in  case  he  should  con- 
form and  agree  to  perform  the  duty  aforesaid,  and 
should  freely  and  personaUy  instruct  children  residing 
and  living  within  the  parish  in  the  English  and  Latin 
tongue,  and  to  understand  the  church  catechism :  if  the 
master  did  not  conform,  he  was  to  be  suspended  or  re- 
moved, and  a  new  master  was  to  be  appointed  by 
Nathaniel  Laley  in  his  lifetime,  and  after  his  death  by 
the  trustees.  And  by  this  deed,  when  any  eight  of  the 
trustees  should  die,  the  survivors  of  them,  at  the  request 
of  the  vicar  and  churchwardens,  were  to  convey  the 
property  unto  such  other  eight  persons,  to  the  use  of 
themselves  the  survivors  and  such  other  eight  persons 
as  aforesaid,  and  their  heirs,  as  the  vicar  and  church- 
wardens, together  with  the  vestrymen  of  the  parish  at 
that  time  being,  should  nominate  and  appoint 


18S7. 


The  income  produced  by  the  property  comprised  in 

the  last  deeds  amounted  to  65/.  per  annum.    The 
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children  who  are  to  have  the  benefit,  are  deacrtbed  aa 
children  residing  within  the  town  and  pariah  of  JSGnap* 
torif  and  they  are  to  be  tanght  the  Engtith  and  Laim 
tongues,  and  the  catechism.  The  estate  was  vested  in 
the  same  persons  who  were  made  trustees  of  the  pro* 
perty  comprised  in  the  former  deed,  and  the  rents  are 
to  be  applied  in  maintaining  an  able  schoolmaster,  who 
is  to  be  resident  within  the  town  of  Hampton^  and  a 
preference  is  given  to  the  schoolmaster  of  the  free 
school ;  and  it  is  provided  that,  upon  the  death  of  eight 
trustees,  eight  new  trustees  are  to  be  appcnnfeed  by  the 
vicar  and  churchwardens,  together  with  the  vestrymen 
of  the  parish,  and  the  survivors  are  to  make  the  prop« 
conveyance ;  but  the  conveyance  is  to  be  made  at  the 
request  of  the  vicar  and  churchwardens.  The  phrase  is 
varied,  but  the  effect  of  this  clause,  as  it  appears  to  me, 
is  to  give  an  efiective  control  over  the  appointment  or 
election  of  the  trustees  to  the  idcar,  churchwardens,  and 
parishioners.  Seeing  that  the  trustees  named  in  the  two 
deeds  were  the  same  persons,  and  that,  consequently, 
the  appointment  of  new  trustees  would  become  neoes« 
sary  at  the  same  time,  it  can  scarcely  be  supposed 
that  the  mode  of  election  and  appointment  was  intended 
to  be  diflferent. 


Such  being  the  several  endowments,  various  questions 
are  raised  in  this  suit  respecting  the  mode  in  which  the 
trustees  and  the  schoolmaster  ought  to  be  appointed,  the 
children  who  ought  to  be  admitted  to  the  benefit  of  the 
school,  the  sort  of  instruction  which  ought  to  be  given 
there,  the  additional  accommodation,  if  any,  which 
ought  to  be  afforded  to  the  hamlet  of  Hampioimickj 
and  the  mode  of  taking  the  account  since  the  death  of 
Dr.  Hemming^  the  last  regularly  appointed  school- 
master. [His  Lordship,  after  deciding,  upon  the  con* 
struction  of  the  wills  and  deeds,  as  to  the  mode  in  which 
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the  trustees  and  schoolniftstef  were  to  be  appointed, 
proceeded  es  follows  s  ^ 

It  appears  that,  since  the  year  1787  at  least,  the 
instrucdon  given  under  the  several  endowtnenu  has 
been  confined  to  the  children  of  parents  residing  and 
paying  scot  and  lot  within  the  parish  of  Hampton :  I 
have  before  stated  my  opinion  that  there  is  no  ground 
ibr  excludhig  the  children  of  parents  who  do  not  pay 
scot  and  lot;  and  in  the  scheme  to  be  settled  by  the 
Master,  provision  must  be  made  for  giving  to  all  child- 
ren residing  within  the  parish,  a  right  of  admission 
to  the  school,  pursuant  to  the  regulations  which  may  be 
adopted  with  respect  to  their  ages  and  numbers,  and  in 
other  respects. 

With  respect  to  the  sort  of  instruction  to  be  given,  I  do 
not  think  that  the  words  <*  fbee  school,*'  in  Hammond^n 
will,  ought  to  be  construed  as  if  they  were  **  free  gram«- 
nuu>4chool :  *^  I  think  that  the  founder  neither  intended 
the  children  to  be  taught  grammar  exclusively,  nor  to 
exclude  them  from  instruction  in  any  other  learning.  In 
the  deed  of  1697,  it  is  expressly  said,  that  the  children 
are  to  be  taught  the  English  and  lAitin  tongues,  and 
the  church  catechism ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  estates  devised  by  the  wills  of 
Hammonde  and  Pidgeon^  and  conveyed  by  the  deed  of 
1697,  are  applicable  to  the  instruction  of  children  in  all 
elementary  learning,  including  the  Latin  language  and 
the  church  catechism. 

In  the  deed  of  1696,  it  is  provided,  that  only  six  chil- 
droi  be  taught  to  read  and  write ;  and  there  is  no  ground 
for  argument,  that  the  revenue  is  to  be  applied  in  mam* 
taining  a  grammar-school. 


1887. 


The 

Attornsy- 

GCNSftAL 

9. 

Jackson. 


Oo  4i 


A  question^ 
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A  question,  which  was  much  discussed  at  the  bearing 
of  the  cause,  was,  whether  the  Court  had  authority  to 
order  a  branch  school  to  be  established,  or  a  school- 
room belonging  to  this  school  to  be  built  at  Hampton^ 
mckj  for  the  more  convenient  instruction  of  the  chiidrm 
residing  there.  Now  by  the  will  of  Hanmonde^  it  is 
directed  that  the  free  school  shall  be  kept  in  the  village 
of  Hamptorty  and  the  building  which  the  testator  con- 
templated, was  to  be  finished  in  the  churchyard ;  and, 
by  the  deed  of  1697,  it  is  directed  that  the  schoolmaster 
shall  be  resident  in  a  convenient  school  or  house  within 
the  town  of  Hampton ;  and  I  therefore  think  that  no 
part  of  the  revenue  arising  from  the  gifts  pf  Hammonde 
and  Pidgeon^  and  the  second  gift  o(  Joneses  executors, 
ought  to  be  applied  in  maintaining  a  school-room  or 
schoolmaster  at  Hamptonwick,  or  any  where  else  in 
Hampton  town ;  but  of  the  children  to  be  educated  under 
the  deed  of  1696,  it  is  only  said,  that  they  are  to  be  six 
poor  children  of  the  parish,  to  be  annually  appointed  by 
the  minister  and  churchwardens;  and  of  the  school- 
master, it  is  only  said,  that  he  is  to  be  schoolmaster  of 
the  free  school,  or  some  other  person ;  and,  if  he  should 
be  some  other  person,  there  is  nothing  to  restrict  his 
residence  to  any  particular  part  of  the  parish. 


Now,  supposing  the  several  endowments  to  continue  to 
be  united  as  they  have  hitherto  been,  the  revenue  for  a 
school  of  merely  elementary  instruction  is  of  large 
amount,  being  altogether  346/.  a  year.  It  may  be  hoped 
that  the  children  to  be  instructed  for  this  sum  will  be 
more  than  can  be  conveniently  taught  in  one  room 
or  school ;  and  if  an  additional  room  is  to  be  provided, 
there  seems  to  be  no  sufficient  reason  why  a  part  of  the 
income  arising  from  the  first  gift  of  Jones's  executors 
should  not  be  applied  in  maintaining  a  schoolmaster  and 
school-room  in  any  part  of  the  parish  which  may  be 

most 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


55S 


most  convenient,  or  which  may  tend  most  to  render  the 
charity  efficient  I  therefore  think  that,  if  it  should  ap- 
pear to  be  beneficial,  a  school-room  in  connection  with 
this  school  might  be  provided  at  Hamptanmck;  but  I 
have  not  before  me  any  evidence  sufficient  to  enable  me 
to  determine  whether  it  would  be  beneficial  or  not,  and 
I  cannot  determine  the  question  without  a  reference  to 
the  Master. 


1837. 


HOARE  V.  JOHNSTONE. 
HOARE  V.  CAMPBELL. 


April  30. 
1838. 


riiHIS  case  came  before  the  Court  on  exceptions  to 
'^  the  Master's  report.  It  appeared  that,  Mr.  Camp' 
bell  and  Mr.  Macqueen^  were  originally  Co-defendants ; 
but  after  the  latter  had  put  in  his  answer,  the  bill  was 
dismissed  as  against  him.  At  the  hearing,  the  Master 
was  directed  to  take  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits 
of  the  estate  in  question  received  by  Campbell^  and  to 
make  him  allowances  for  necessary  repairs,  &c.  In  the 
Master's  office,  the  parties  agreed  to  proceed  on  affi- 
davit, and  the  Master  had  permitted  the  Plaintiff  to 
use  the  answer  of  Macqueen  by  the  way  of  an  affidavit, 
as  evidence  against  Campbell;  exceptions  were  taken  to 
the  Master's  report,  and  the  10th  exception  was  on 
the  ground  that  this  evidence  had  been  improperly  ad- 
mitted. 


In  an  inquiry 
in  the  Mas- 
ter's office, 

the  parties 
proceeded  by 
affidavit : 
Held,  that  the 
Plaintiff  could 
not  use  the 
answer  of  one 
Defendant,  by 
way  ofanaffi*- 
davit,  as  evi- 
dence against 
a  Co-defend- 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Beavan^  in  support  of  the  ex- 
ceptions, contended  that  the  answer  of  the  Co-defendant 
had  been  improperly  received,  it  not  having  been  sworn 
with  reference  to  the  issue  between  the  parties  in  contest 

in 
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18S8.  in  the  Mastei^s  office*  That  it  was  quite  ocmtriry  to 
principle  to  admit  of  the  answer  of  one  Defendant,  pnt 
in  as  a  defimce  for  himitelf  alone,  at  evidence  against  his 
Co-defendant.  That,  even  as  to  questions  of  cost,  where 
the  greatest  latitude  prevailed,  Htmel  v.  George  (a\ 
Header  V.  htCready  (&),  the  answer  of  one  Defendant 
could  not  be  read  against  another;  Cheroet  v.  Jonet.  {c) 
They  also  cited  Jones  v.  I\irberoille{d)y  Morsev.Itoyal{e)f 
Bade  v.  Idngood.  {g) 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  EMerUm^  contra^  contended, 
the  cases  cited  did  not  apply ;  for  unquestionably  the 
answer  of  one  Defendant  could  not  be  used  against  a 
Co-defendant  at  the  hearing.  Butthis  was  a  case  where 
the  parties  by  agreement  proceeded  in  the  Master's 
office  by  affidavit ;  and  there  could  be  no  question  but 
that  the  answer  of  Macqtteen^  who  was  no  longer  a  party 
to  the  cause,  if  now  put  into  the  shape  of  an  affidavit, 
could  be  used  against  a  party  formerly  a  Co-defendant. 
Here  was  the  statement  of  a  witness  taken  upon  oath, 
which  was  as  valid  and  bmding  as  if  the  matter  were 
repeated  in  an  affidavit 

The  Mastea  of  the  Rolls.  The  last  of  these  ex- 
ceptions, which  has  been  argued  upon  the  present  oc- 
casion, relates  to  the  use  which  was  made  of  the  answer 
of  the  Defendant,  Mr.  Macqueen^  in  the  Master's  office; 
and  the  question  is,  whether  it  is  legal  evidence  to  be 
used  upon  such  an  occasion.  Now  certainly  there  is 
no  rule  more  distinct  as  to  evidence  than  this,  that  it 
ought  not  only  to  be  evidence  in  a  matter  in  issue  be- 
tween the  parties,  but  it  ought  to  be  the  evidence  of  a 

person 

(a)  1  Mad.  15.  (<Q  2  Vet.yxn.  11. 

\h)  1  MoUoy,  lis.  [t)  IS  Vet.  JSl. 

ie)  e  Mod.  S67.  {g)  1  Aik.  S04. 
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person  disinterested,  end  giving  it  for  the  purpose  of  18S8* 
declaring  the  truth  upon  the  occasion  on  which  it  Is 
adduced.  Mow  the  answer  is  an  answer  which  is  put 
in  to  the  bill  filed  by  the  Plaintiff  against  the  Defendant 
in  the  cause,  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  his  own 
interest  as  against  the  nahitiff.  It  is  put  hi  as  his 
defence  to  the  demand  made  against  him  by  the  Plain- 
tiff and  states  no  more^  than  that  which  according  to 
the  advice  he  receives,  applies  to  that  particular  pur- 
pose. It  is  put  in  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  his 
own  interest,  not  for  the  purpose  of  declaring  the  truth 
as  a  disinterested  witness  between  two  other  parties  who 
are  in  contest  together ;  and  on  that  ground,  and  on  that 
ground  alone,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  answer  is  not 
legal  evidence  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  which  it  was 
used  in  the  Master^s  office,  (a) 

(«)  The   Plaintii&   appealed  was,  on  hearing  before  the  Lord 

fW>m  the  order  of  the  Master  of  Chancellor,   substantially   con- 

the  RoUsy  on  all  the  exceptions  firmed, 
except  the  tenth,  and  the  order 


MACKINNON  v.  PEACH.  AprU  su 

Matf  31. 

THE  questions  in  this  case  arose  upon  the  construe-  Bequest  of 
tion  of  the  wiU  of  Charles  Mackinmm,  Esquire.  f^\^J',^*^h'^ 
The  testator,  at  the  date  of  his  wiU,  had  two  daughters,  and  share 
the  Plaintiff  and  her  sister  Maria  Sophia;  and  by  his  upon  tlTe^de. 

will  dated  the  32d  of  March  1831|  which  was  divided  mise  of  either 

.  ^     of  them  with- 
into  out  lawful 

issue,  then  the 
share  of  her  so  dying  to  go  to  the  other.  One  of  the  legatees  died  in  the  testator's 
lifetinie:  Held,  that  the  odier  was  absolutely  entitled  bv  suryiyorship. 

Annuities  held  upon  the  construction  of  the  will  to  be  cumulatiye,  and  not  sub* 
iCitiitioiisL 
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1838.        into  difierent  clauses,  numbered  from  1   upwards  to 
^J^"*^^"^     IS,   after  giving  and   devising  all  his  worldly  estate 
V.  or  property  to  his  trustees,  upon  the  trusts  therein- 

P£ACH.  ^f^^  mentioned,  the  testator  thus  expressed  himself: 
—  ^*  I  request  that  my  plate  and  plated  ware,  together 
with  the  pearls  and  other  articles  in  my  possession, 
mayl^be  divided  between  my  dear^  daughters  Maria 
Sophia  and  Sophia  Jane,  share  and  share  alike;  and 
upon  the  demise  of  either  of  them  without  lawful  issue, 
then  the  share  of  her  so  dying  shall  go  to  her  sister; 
and  fuling  of  my  said  dear  daughters  and  their  lawful 
issue,  the  said  plate  and  plated  ware,  pearls,  and  other 
articles,  are  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  or  sale  value 
is  to  be  in  the  meantime  laid  out  as  a  part  of  my  estate, 
in  the  established  parliamentary  funds  of  Greqt  Britain.^* 
In  the  fifth  clause  he  expressed  himself  thus :  —  *<  The 
lease  of  my  house  in  Grosvenar  Place,  together  with  its 
furniture  and  fixtures,  are  to  be  sold  to  the  highest 
bidder,  at  the  option  of  my  said  daughters ;  and  the 
proceeds  or  sale  value  tliereof  is  likewise  to  be  laid  out 
in  the  parliamentary  funds,  or  in  freehold  lands,  as  here- 
inafter mentioned/'  By  the  sixth  clause  of  his  will, 
the  testator  ^*  charged  his  estate,  monies,  and  effects, 
for  the  sole  and  separate  use  and  benefit  of  each  of  his 
daughters,  independendy  of  her  husband,  for  the  term 
of  her  natural  life,  with  the  sum  of  200/.  sterling  yearly, 
to  be  setded  upon  them  before  marriage ;  and  he  di- 
rected the  said  annual  sum  of  2002.  should  on  no  ac- 
count be  subject  to  the  control  or  disposition,  or  to  the 
debts  or  engagements,  of  her  husband,  &c.'' 

In  the  seventh  clause,  he  expressed  himself  thus :  — 
"  Believing  that  2200/.  a  year  will  be  sufficient  for  the 
use  of  my  dear  daughters,  together  with  the  use  of  my 
house  and  its  furniture,  I  direct  the  yearly  saving  or 
residue  of  the  dividends,  interest,  or  profits  or  rental  of 

my 
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'my  moneys  and  estates,  to  be  yearly  or  half  yearly  laid  1888. 
out,  in  trust,  in  purchasing  stock  in  the  parliamentary 
funds  of  Crreat  Britain^  and  the  interest  or  dividends 
arising  from  such  purchases,  are  to  be  also  yearly  or 
half  yearly  invested  in  the  purchase  of  government 
stock,  and  to  become  a  part  of  my  estate  or  principal. 
Should  the  lease  and  furniture  of  my  house  be  sold,  the 
yearly  income  of  my  daughters,  so  long  as  they  remain 
unmarried,  is  to  be  made  up  to  i500L  a  year,  payable 
half  yearly. 

In  the  eighth  article,  the  testator  directed  his  money 
and  effects  to  be,  within  five  years  after  his  decease, 
invested  in  the  purchase  of  two  separate  and  clear  in- 
defeasible lands  or  hereditaments  of  equal  value,  or 
nearly  so,  to  be  entailed  for  ever  upon  hb  two  daughters 
respectively,  and  upon  the  sons  of  their  bodies,  and  the 
heirs  male  of  such  sons*  And  he  directed,  that  if  either 
of  his  daughters  should  die  before  marriage,  or  within 
five  years  after  his  demise,  only  one  estate  should  be 
purchased;  and  if  either  should  die  without  lawful 
issue,  her  estate  or  shares  were  to  go  to  her  surviving 
sister,  and,  upon  the  survivor's  death,  to  go  to  her 
lawfiil  issue;  and  there  was  a  gift  over,  on  failure  of 
issue  of  both  daughters. 

The  daughter  Maria  died  in  Jtme  1 8SS  unmarried,  and 
on  the  14th  oi September  1833,  the  testator  made  a  codicil 
to  his  will,  in  which  he  expressed  himself  as  follows : 
—  <*  I  do  hereby  bequeath  to  my  dear  daughter  Sophia 
Jane^  in  my  said  will  named,  the  further  sum  of  100/.  a 
year  in  addition  to  the  200/.  therein  stated ;  which  sum 
of  300/.  is  to  be  settled  upon  my  said  dear  daughter 
before  her  marriage,  and  for  her  sole  and  separate 
use.'*  He  subsequently  proceeded  as  follows :  — 
*^  Placing  every  confidence  in  my  said  daughter,  and 
being  most  anxious  to  secure  her  comfort  and  happmess, 

I  also 


558  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

18S8.       I  also  particularly  will  and  desire,  tbat  oat  of  the 

^!^*V^^    annual  rent,  interest,  and  dividends,  accruing  from  my 

17.         estate,  monies,  and  efibcts,  the  further  sum  of  IWOL 

^^^"'      sterling  be  paid  to  her  yearly,  during  the  term  of  her 

natural  life,  for  the  maintenance  of  herself,  estaUiih- 

ment,  and  family ;  and  her  receipt  shall  be  a  suffideut 

discharge  for  the  same ;  the  said  sum  of  lOOOL  to  be 

paid  half  yearly  to  my  said  daughter,  out  of  respect  to 

the  memory  of  my  beloved  wifh,  and  my  angdic  daughter 

Maria.^*   He  then  desired  certain  specific  articles  might 

be  considered  as  heirlooms. 

The  testator  died  in  1888. 

There  were  two  questions  argued;  first,  whether  the 
share  of  the  plate,  8cc.,  originally  j^ven  to  Maria  Sapkia^ 
in  consequence  of  her  deadi  in  the  testator's  lifetime, 
devolved  to  the  Plaintiff,  the  other  daughter;  and,  se- 
condly, as  to  the  amount  of  income  to  which  the  Plain- 
tiff was  entitled,  there  having  been  no  investment  on 
real  estate. 

It  appeared  that  the  income  of  the  testatof^s  estate, 
afler  other  charges,  did  not  exceed  the  amount  of  the 
two  annuities  of  2200/.  and  1000/.  a  year. 

Mr.  Pemherton  and  Mr.  BenshaiWt  for  tlie  Plaintiff, 
contended  that  the  Plaintiff,  the  surviving  daughter, 
was  entided  to  the  plate  absolutely,  and  tbat  she  was 
entided  to  two  annuities  of  2200/.  a  year  and  lOOOL  a 
year. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Beavati,  cantrif  argued  diat 
the  gifl  of  the  plate  to  the  daughters,  <*to  be  divided 
between  them,''  created  a  tenancy  in  common,  and 
therefore  the  benefit  of  the  gifk  would  not  paas  to  the 
survivor^  unless  by  the  express  gifk  over  upon  the 

demise 
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demise  of  one  without  lawful  iuue*  That  the  gift  over  18S8. 
was  void,  as  it  was  to  take  effect  upon  an  indefinite 
&ilure  of  issue.  They  contended  that  the  gift  of  one  half 
of  the  plate,  &c.,  would  consequently  lapse  and  fall  into  P^^ch- 
and  form  part  of  the  residue.  They  also  contended  that 
if  the  gift  over  were  void  in  the  first  instance,  the  cir- 
cumstance of  the  death  of  one  of  the  daughters  in  the 
testators  lifetime  would  not  cure  its  original  invalidity. 
As  to  the  annuities  bequeathed  to  the  Plaintiff,  they  con- 
tended that  they  were  substitutional,  and  not  cumulative ; 
that  the  gift  of  the  2800^  to  the  daughters,  not  being  in 
direct  terms,  but  by  implication  only,  it  could  not  be 
construed  as  a  joint  gift,  so  as  to  survive  to  the  Plain- 
tiff :  that  on  the  construction  of  the  will,  taken  alone, 
each  of  the  daughters  would  be  entided  to  half  of  the 
2200/.  a  year,  of  which  200/.  a  year  was  to  be  settled 
for  their  separate  use;  and  consequently,  that  each  of 
the  daughters,  under  the  will  alone,  would  be  entitled 
to  200/*  a  jear  for  her  separate  use,  and  a  further 
annuity  of  900/.  a  year,  making  in  the  whole  1100/.  a 
year  for  each  ;  that  the  effect  of  the  codicil  was  to 
increase  the  2002.  a  year  to  300/.  a  year  for  the  Plain- 
tiff's separate  use,  and  to  increase  the  900/.  a  year  to 
1000/.  a  year ;  so  that,  on  the  whole,  the  Plaintiff  would 
be  entitled  to  1200/.  a  year  only* 

Mr.  RichardSf  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  In  reply,  contended,  as  to  the  plate, 
&c.,  that  the  will  speaking  not  from  its  date,  but  from 
the  death  of  the  testator,  the  gift  over  would,  after  the 
death  of  one  of  the  daughters  without  issue,  take  effect; 
and  if  not,  then  that  it  was  undisposed  of  by  the  will, 
and  would  belong  to  the  Plaintiff  as  the  sole  next  of  kin 
of  the  testator.  That  the  legacies  being  difibrent  in 
amount,  and  being  given  for  a  different  motive,  and 
especially  as  ^  further  sums,**  were  cumulative. 

The 
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1898.  The  Master  of  the  Rolu. 

MACKINNON  In  this  case  two  questions,  arising  upcm  the  eonstmc- 
tion  of  the  will  of  Charles  Mackimum^  were  reserved 
for  consideration :  first,  whether  the  Plaintiff  is  enti- 
tled to  the  shai^p  of  plate  and  certain  specific  articles, 
which  was  in  the  first  instance  bequeathed  to  h^ 
sister;  and,  secondly,  what  amount  of  income  the 
Plaintiff  is  entided  to  receive  out  of  the  annual  interest 
and  dividends  of  the  testator's  estate. 

The  testator,  at  the  date  of  his  will,  had  two  daughters, 
the  Plaintiff  and  her  sister,  Maria  Sophia;  and  the 
words  upon  which  the  first  question  arises,  are  as 
follow.  [His  Lordship  stated  the  portion  of  the  will 
relating  to  the  plate,  &c.] 

The  daughter,  Maria  Sophia^  died  in  June  1888; 
and  the  testator,  though  he  afterwards,  on  the  lieih  of 
September  1888,  made  a  codicil,  in  which  he  altered 
some  of  the  dispositions  in  his  will,  in  consequence  of 
her  death,  did  not  take  any  notice  of  the  gift  of  plate 
and  other  articles. 

The  gift  is  to  two,  to  be  divided  between  them,  share 
and  share  alike ;  and  if  both  had  survived  the  testator, 
they  would  have  been  entitled  as  tenants  in  common ;  as 
one  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  her  share  in  one 
sense  lapsed,  as  to  her,  and  could  not  be  claimed  by  her 
representatives ;  but,  in  the  event  of  either  daughter 
dying  without  lawful  issue  (and  in  this  case  the  deceased 
daughter  died  unmarried),  her  share  is  given  to  her 
sister,  i.  e.  to  the  survivor  of  the  two  daughters ;  and  I 
am  of  opinion,  that  the  circumstance  of  the  deceased 
daughter  having  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  does 
not  prevent  the  gift  over  to  her  sister  fi'om  taking  effect, 
and  consequently,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  now  entitled  to 

the 
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the  whole  of  the  plate  and  plated  ware,  pearls,  and 
other  articles  comprised  in  the  clause  of  the  will  to 
which.  I  have  referred :  see  Northey  v.  Bttrbage  (a), 
Willifig  V.  Bain€{b\  Htmphretfs  v.  H<mes  (c),  and  other 
cases. 


The  other  question  arises  upon  the  clauses  of  the  will 
which  are  numbered  six  and  seven,  and  upon  the  codicil. 
[His  Lordship  stated  the  sixth,  seventh,  and  eighth 
clauses.] 

Although,  in  this  (the  eighth)  clause,  he  has  contem- 
plated the  event  of  one  daughter  dying  within  five  years 
after  his  death,  u  e.  within  the  time  during  which  the 
accumulations  of  income  were  to  be  made,  he  has  not,  in 
his  will,  expressly  stated  what  income  the  surviving 
daughter  was  to  have  during  that  period  ;  and  upon  the 
will,  it  appears  to  me,  that,  during  the  five  years,  he  in- 
tended the  two  daughters,  and  the  survivor  of  them,  to 
have  an  income  of  2200/.  a  year,  together  with  the 
house,  or  an  income  of  2500/.  a  year  without  the  house. 
At  the  end  of  five  years,  a  distinct  estate  was  to  be  pur- 
chased for  each  daughter  and  her  issue ;  and,  upon  the 
marriage  of  either,  a  separate  income  of  200/.  a  year 
was  to  be  secured  to  her.  Many  contingencies  might 
have  occurred  which  are  not  provided  for ;  but  in  this 
state  of  things,  one  of  the  daughters  died :  and,  in  his 
codicil,  he  has  first  stated  that  the  separate  income  to 
be  secured  to  the  Plaintiff  (the  surviving  daughter) 
on  her  marriage  shbuld  be  increased  from  200/.  to 
800/.  a  year,  and  then  he  proceeds.  [His  Lordship 
stated  the  codicil.] 


It 


(ii)  Tree,  in  Chancery,  471.  {h)  5  P.  W.  113. 
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18S8.  It  is  suggested,  by  the  trustees,  that  the  1000/.  thus 

J^^"V"^^    ffiven  by  the  codicil  was  intended  as  a  substitution  ibr 
Mackinmov    ^ 

V.  the  provision  made  by  the  will  for  the  two  daughters, 

and  that  the  expression  ^*  further  sum  of  1000/.,"  meant 

a  sum  in  addition  to  the  SOO/.  directed  to  be  secured  to 

the  separate  use  of  the  Plaintiff  on  her  marriage.     It 

does  not  appear  to  me,  however,  that  the  words  admit 

of  this  interpretation.     I  think  that  sum  directed  to  be 

secured  for  the  separate  use  of  the  daughter,  is  to  be 

secured  in  reference  to  a  marriage,  and  by  arrangements 

to  be  made  in  contemplation  of  and  before  the  marriage, 

and  in  the  meantime  remains  part  of  the  general  income, 

or  of  the  sums  given  or  intended  for  the  makitenaiice  of 

the  daughter  before  marriage. 

The  annual  sum  of  2200/.  was  intended  by  the  will 
for  the  maintenance  of  the  two  daughters  whilst  uo- 
married.  It  was  given  in  terms  to  make  it  a  joint 
interest  or  benefit ;  and  in  one  event  contemplated  (viz. 
the  death  of  a  daughter  within  five  years),  the  testator 
has  in  his  will  shewn  no  intention  to  reduce  it;  and,  in 
the  codicil,  he  introduces  the  gift;  of  a  further  sum  of 
1000/.  to  his  surviving  daughter,  for  the  maintenance  of 
herself,  establishment,  lind  family,  by  words  which  ex- 
press his  confidence  in  her,  and  his  anxiety  to  secure 
her  comfort;  and  subjoins  to  them  words,  by  which  he 
attributes  this  further  provision,  to  respect  to  the  me- 
mory of  his  deceased  wife  and  daughter. 

There  are,  I  think,  considerable  difficulties  in  constru- 
ing the  words  of  the  will  and  codicil  in  a  manner  that 
is  quite  satisfactory ;  but  on  the  whole  it  appears  to  me, 
that  the  efiect  is  to  give  to  the  Plaintifi^  out  of  the  in- 
come of  the  testator's  property  a  sum  of  1000/.  a  year, 
in  addition  to  the  2200/.  a  year  intended  for  herself  and 
her  sister,  if  her  sister  had  survived. 

That, 
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That,  if  there  shouJd  be  any  surplus  after  payment  of  1838. 
the  two  annual  sums  of  2200L  and  1000/.,  the  same  was 
to  be  accumulated.  That  the  testator's  estate,  together 
with  the  accumulations,  were,  at  the  end  of  five  years 
from  his  death,  to  be  invested  in  the  purchase  of  lands, 
to  be  settled  as  in  the  will  mentioned;  and  that  the 
Plaintiff,  from  the  end  oiP  five  years,  will  be  entitled  to 
the  whole  income ;  and  provision  is  to  be  made  on  her 
marriage,  for  securing  to  her  800/.  a  year  for  her  sepa- 
rate use. 

Although  the  testator  has  directed  the  further  sum  of 
1000/.  to  be  paid  to  her  yearly,  during  the  term  of  her 
natural  life,  and  her  receipt  to  be  a  sufficient  discharge 
for  the  same,  yet  it  does  not  appear  to  me  consistent 
with  the  other  provisions,  that  this  is  to  be  made  a 
separate  payment,  either  after  the  expiration  of  five 
years,  or  after  the  marriage  of  the  Plaintiff.  After  the 
expiration  of  five  years,  the  investment  which  gives  the 
Plaintiff  the  whole  income  is  to  be  made;  and  after  the 
marriage,  it  is  no  longer  her  establishment  which  is  to 
be  maintaiiled. 


Pp  2 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


Jtme€.  EYRE  V.  MARSDEN. 

July  9,  10. 

A  testator        'T^HE  questions  in  this  case  arose  on  the  will  of  Joseph 

gave  certain       -I  WUdmith,  dated  the  1 1  th  of  January  1 804,  whereby, 

annuities  out 

of  his  nn-       after  giving  a  life  interest  in  a  part  of  hb  estates  to  his 

tolus  thre?     ^"^^^^^  "^V  Nicholson,  he  gave  to  his  trustees  all  his 

children/^and  freehold  and  leasehold  land,  and  all  other  his  real  and 

surol^ofthe  P^i^onftl  estates  whatsoever,  <<  upon  trust  that  they,  his 

annual  in-        gajfl  trustees,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or 

come  to  be         ,     ,    .  ^    -  .        .  ..        i 

applied  in        the  heirs,  executors,  or  adnunistrators  of  such  survivor, 

accumulation  gfaould,  at  any  time  or  times  after  his  decease,  when 

of  his  pro-  they  should  think  proper,  sell,  dispose  of,  and  convert 

bOT^t  of  ^"^  money,  all  or  any  part  of  his  real  and  personal 

his  grand.  estate;  and  invest  and  place   out  upon  security,   the 

^hich  was  to  money  arising  therefrom,  after  payment  of  his  debts, 

be  divided  ftineral,  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  the  costs  and 
between  them 

after  the  charges  attending  the  execution  of  his  said  will ;  and 

death  of  the  should 

survivor  of 

the  testator's  three  children.  Thirty  years  elapsed  between  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator and  of  the  survivor  of  his  children :  Held,  that  the  direction  for  accumulation, 
beyond  twenty-one  years  from  the  testator^s  death,  was  void  under  the  first  section 
of  die  TheUutton  Act,  and  that  the  case  did  not  come  within  the  exception  of  the 
second  section. 

Held  alsoi  that  the  void  accumulations  did  not  belong  to  the  residuary  legatees, 
but  that  they  were  undisposed  of. 

Held,  upon  the  construction  of  the  terras  of  the  will,  that  such  part  of  the  void 
accumulations  as  arose  from  the  real  estate  belonged  to  the  heir  at  law,  and  not  to 
the  next  of  kin. 

The  TheUuuon  Act,  which  restricts  the  accumulation  of  property,  does  not 
operate  to  alter  any  disposition  in  a  will,  except  only  the  direction  to  accumulate. 
Striking  that  direction  out,  every  thing  else  is  left  as  before ;  and  all  the  other 
directions  in  the  will  as  to  the  time  of  payment,  the  substitution  of  interest,  or  any 
contingencies,  take  effect  unaltered  by  the  statute. 

A  gift  between  grandchildren  living  at  the  testator*s  death,  to  be  divided  between 
them  on  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  three  persons,  with  a  gift  over  to  the  sur- 
vivors, in  case  of  the  death  of  any^  before  he  should  be  entitled  to  receive  his 
share,  and  to  be  paid  at  the  same  time,  and  in  the  same  manner,  as  before  men- 
tioned touching  tne  orieinal  share.  The  gift  over  held  to  apply  to  the  accruing  as 
Well  as  to  ^e  ori^nal  share. 

A  suit  to  administer  an  estate,  having  been  rendered  necessary  by  the  form  of 
the  will  of  a  testator,  who  had  blended  his  real  and  personal  estate  into  one 
common  fund,  the  costs  of  the  suit  were  directed  to  be  paid  pro  ratd  by  the  heir, 
and  personal  representatives,  out  of  accumulations  devolving  on  them,  in  cons»- 
ouence  of  the  directions  of  the  tesutor  to  accumukte,  having  partially  exceeded 
toe  limits  prescribed  by  the  statute. 
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should  receive  the  rents,  interest,  and  annual  produce  of  1838. 
his  said  real  and  personal  estate  lintil  the  sale  thereof,  for 
the  purpose  of  raising  the  annuity  and  weekly  payments 
therein  by  him  bequeathed ;  and  after  giving  a  power  to 
his  trustees,  if  they  thought  fit,  of  carrying  on  his  trade 
or  business  of  a  carpet  manufacturer,  in  the  manner 
therein  mentioned,  he  gave  some  directions  for  carrying 
it  on,  and  gave  a  weekly  sum  of  one  guinea  to  each  of  his 
sons,  Joseph  and  Benjamin^  for  their  lives,  and  an  annual 
sum  of  54/.  \2$.  to  his  daughter  Elizabeth  Eyre  ;  which 
annual  and  weekly  payments  he  directed  to  be  made  by 
his  trustees,  out  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  annual  profits 
of  his  estates  and  effects,  and  he  then  proceeded  as 
follows :  *^  and  the  surplus  of  such  annual  income,  (if 
'any)  I  request  may  be  applied  in  accumulation  of  the 
capital  of  my  property,  for  the  benefit  of  my  grand- 
-children;  and  from  and  after  the  death  of  my  said 
children,  the  said  Joseph  Wildsmithj  Benjamin  Wildsmith 
the  elder,  and  Elizabeth  Eyre,  and  the  longest  liver  of 
them,  upon  trust,  that  they  my  said  trustees,  or  the  sur- 
vivors or  survivor  of  them,  or  the  executors  or  admini* 
strators  of  such  survivor,  do  and  shall  sell,  and  convert 
into  money,  all  such  part  of  my  estate  and  e£Pects  as 
shall  not  consist  of  specie,  and  from  time  to  time  call  in 
and  receive  the  money,  which  shall  be  placed  out  upon 
securi^  as  aforesaid,  and  pay,  distribute,  and  divide  the 
same,  after  deducting  the  expenses  of  performing  this  my 
will,  and  the  legacies  herein-after  mentioned,  unto  and 
amongst  all  and  every  my  grandchildren,  who  shall  be. 
living  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  equally  share  and 
share  alike,  save  and  except  the  share  of  Francis  Ma-- 
ceronif  one  of  the  children  of  my  late  daughter,  Mary 
Ann  Maseronif  deceased,  one  moiety  or  half  part  of 
whose  share  of  my  estate  and  e£fects,  I  give  and  be- 
queath to  his  brother  George  Maceroniy  in  consideration 
of  the  benefit,  derived  by  the  said  Francis  Maceroni, 
from  the  will  of  my  late  brother  Benjamin  Wildsmitif 
Pp  S  deceased; 
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1888.  deceased;  and  I  do  will  and  direct,  that  the  shares  of 
such  of  my  said  grandchildren,  as  shall  be  under  the  age 
of  twentjNone  years,  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  the 
survivor  or  longest  liver  of  my  said  children,  shall  be 
placed  out  or  continue  upon  security,  and  the  interest 
thereof  shall  be  applied  in  the  maintenance  of  my  infant 
grandchildren,  during  their  respective  minorities ;  and  in 
case  any  of  my  said  grandchildren  shall  die  before  his, 
her,  or  their  share  or  shares  of  my  estate  and  effects 
shall  become  payable  by  virtue  of  this  my  will,  leaving 
lawiul  issue,  then  such  issue  shall  be  entitled  to  the 
share  or  shares,  which  his,  her,  or  their  deceased  parent 
or  parents  would  have  been  entitled  to,  if  then  living; 
but  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  of  my  said  grandchildren, 
without  leaving  issue,  before  he^  she,  or  they  shall 
become  entitled  to  receive,  his,  her,  or  their  share  or 
respective  shares,  of  my  said  estate  and  effects  in  manner 
aforesaid,  then  I  give  and  bequeath  the  share  or  shares 
of  such  deceased  grandchild  or  grandchildren,  unto  and 
equally  among  my  surviving  grandchildren,  to  be  paid 
at  the  same  time,  and  in  the  said  manner,  as  before  men- 
tioned, touching  the  original  share  or  shares  of  my  said 
grandchildren. 

The  testator  died  on  the  19th  of  October  1804.  He 
had  ten  grandchildren  then  living,  two  of  whom  were 
the  children  of  Mary  Ann  Maceroni^  a  deceased  chUd  of 
the  testator.  The  parents  of  the  other  eight  grand- 
children, namely,  Joseph^  Benjamin^  and  Elizabeth,  to 
whom  the  testator  had  given  the  weekly  payments  and 
an  annuity  by  his  will,  were  living  at  the  testator's 
death.  Elizabeth  Eyre  was  the  survivor  of  the  testator's 
children,  and  she  died  on  the  9th  of  April  1834>,  nearly 
thirty  years  after  the  death  of  the  testator.  Of  the  ten 
grandchildren  living  at  the  testator's  death,  five  were 
living  at  the  death  of  Elizabeth  Eyre^  and  were  now,  at 
the  hearing,  living,  namely,  Mary  Ann  Smithf  John 
?  Peter 
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Peier  JVUdmithy  James  Eyre^  Francis  Maceroni,  and       1888* 
George  Maceroni.    The  other  five  grandchildren  die4 
in  the  lifetime  of  JSlizabeih  Eyrcy  and  some  of  them  left 
issoe.    See  the  pedigree^  p.  570. 

The  principal  questions  discussed  in  this  case,  were 
firsts  whether  the  directions  to  accumulate  beyond  twenty- 
one  years  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  was  or  was  not 
void  under  the  TheUtisson  Act.  (a)  Secondly,  if  void, 
then  whether,  under  the  terms  of  this  act,  which  directs 
the  accumulation  to  go  and  be  received  by  the  persons, 
who  would  be  entitled  thereto,  if  the  accumulation  had 
not  been  directed,  the  void  accumulations  belonged  to 
the  residuary  legatees  or  were  undisposed  of  by  the  will ; 
and  if  so,  then,  thirdly,  whether  by  the  directions  to  the 
trustees  to  sell,  there  had  been  a  conversion  of  the  real 
into  personal  estate ;  or  in  other  words,  whether  that 
part  of  the  void  accumulations,  which  had  arisen  from 
the  real  estate,  belonged  to  the  next  of  kin,  or  to  Mary 
Ann  Smith,  the  testator's  heiress  at  law. 

It  was  argued  for  the  Plaintiffs,  and  for  some  of  the 
Defendants  in  the  same  interest,  that  the  direction  for 
accumulation,  so  far  as  it  exceeded  the  term  of  twenty- 
one  years  from  the  decease  of  the .  testator,  was  void 
under  the  provisions  of  the  TheUusson  Act  of  the  39  & 
40  6.  3.  c.  98.,  which,  in  the  case  of  a  will,  forbids  the 
rents  &c.,  of  property,  being  wholly  or  partially  accu- 
mulated for  any  longer  term  than  twenty-one  years  from 
the  death  of  the  testator ;  and  enacts  that  the  direction 
for  accumulation,  otherwbe  than  as  aforesaid,  shall  be 
null  and  void,  and  shall  go  to  *^  the  persons  who  would 
have  been  entitled  thereto  if  such  accumulation  had  not 
been  directed."  That  the  case  did  not  come  within  the 
exception  of  the  second  section  of  that  act,  which  ex- 
cludes 

(a)  39&40G.3.  C.98. 
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1838.  deceased;  and  I  do  will  and  direct,  that  the  shares  of 
such  of  my  said  grandchildren,  as  shall  be  under  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  the 
survivor  or  longest  liver  of  my  said  children,  shall  be 
placed  out  or  continue  upon  security,  and  the  interest 
thereof^  shall  be  applied  in  the  maintenance  of  my  infant 
grandchildren,  during  their  respective  minorities ;  and  in 
case  any  of  my  said  grandchildren  shall  die  before  his, 
her,  or  their  share  or  shares  of  my  estate  and  effects 
shall  become  payable  by  virtue  of  this  my  will,  leaving 
lawful  issue,  then  such  issue  shall  be  entitled  to  the 
share  or  shares,  which  his,  her,  or  their  deceased  parent 
or  parents  would  have  been  entitled  to,  if  then  living; 
but  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  of  my  said  grandchildren, 
without  leaving  issue,  before  he,  she,  or  they  shall 
become  entitled  to  receive,  his,  her,  or  their  share  or 
respective  shares,  of  my  said  estate  and  effects  in  manner 
aforesaid,  then  I  give  and  bequeath  the  share  or  shares 
of  such  deceased  grandchild  or  grandchildren,  unto  and 
equally  among  my  surviving  grandchildren,  to  be  paid 
at  the  same  time,  and  in  the  said  manner,  as  before  men- 
tioned, touching  the  original  share  or  shares  of  my  said 
grandchUdren. 

The  testator  died  on  the  19th  of  October  1804,  He 
had  ten  grandchildren  then  living,  two  of  whom  were 
the  children  of  Mary  Ann  Maceroni,  a  deceased  child  of 
the  testator.  The  parents  of  the  other  eight  grand- 
children, namely,  Joseph,  Benjamin,  and  Elizabethj  to 
whom  the  testator  had  given  the  weekly  payments  and 
an  annuity  by  his  will,  were  living  at  the  testator's 
death.  Elizabeth  Eyre  was  the  survivor  of  the  testator's 
children,  and  she  died  on  the  9lh  of  April  ISS*,  nearly 
thirty  years  after  the  death  of  the  testator.  Of  the  ten 
grandchildren  living  at  the  testator's  death,  five  were 
living  at  the  death  of  Elizabeth  Eyre,  and  were  now,  at 
the  hearing,  living,  namely,  Mary  Ann  Smithy  John 
?  Peter 
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Peter  JVUdmith^  James  Eyre^  Francis  MaceronU  and 
George  Maceroni.  The  other  five  grandchildren  die4 
in  the  lifetime  of  Elizabeth  Eyre^  and  some  of  them  left 
issae.    See  the  pedigree^  p.  570. 

The  principal  questions  discussed  in  this  case,  were 
first,  whether  the  directions  to  accumulate  bejrond  twenty- 
one  years  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  was  or  was  not 
void  under  the  TheUusson  Act.  (a)  Secondly,  if  void, 
then  whether,  under  the  terms  of  this  act,  which  directs 
the  accumulation  to  go  and  be  received  by  the  persons, 
who  would  be  entided  thereto,  if  the  accumulation  had 
not  been  directed,  the  void  accumulations  belonged  to 
the  residuary  legatees  or  were  undisposed  of  by  the  will ; 
and  if  so,  then,  thirdly,  whether  by  the  directions  to  the 
trustees  to  sell,  there  had  been  a  conversion  of  the  real 
into  personal  estate ;  or  in  other  words,  whether  that 
part  of  the  void  accumulations,  which  had  arisen  fron^ 
the  real  estate,  belonged  to  the  next  of  kin,  or  to  Mary 
Ann  Smith,  the  testator's  heiress  at  law. 

It  was  argued  for  the  Plaintiffs,  and  for  some  of  the 
Defendants  in  the  same  interest,  that  the  direction  for 
accumulation,  so  far  as  it  exceeded  the  term  of  twenty- 
one  years  from  the  decease  of  the. testator,  was  void 
under  the  provisions  of  the  TheUusson  Act  of  the  39  & 
40  G.  3.  c.  98.,  which,  in  the  case  of  a  will,  forbids  the 
rents  See,  of  property,  being  wholly  or  partially  accu- 
mulated for  any  longer  term  tlian  twenty-one  years  from 
the  death  of  the  testator;  and  enacts  that  the  direction 
for  accumulation,  otherwise  than  as  aforesaid,  shall  be 
null  and  void,  and  shall  go  to  *<  the  persons  who  would 
have  been  entitled  thereto  if  such  accumulation  had  not 
been  directed."  That  the  case  did  not  come  within  the 
exception  of  the  second  section  of  that  act,  which  ex- 
cludes 

(a)  39&40G.3.C.9B. 
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1838.  eludes  from  its  operation,  those  cases,  where  the  testator 
has  made  a  provision  for  raising  portions  for  any  child 
or  children  of  any  devisee,  or  any  child  or  children  of 
any  person  taking  any  interest  under  any  such  deTise. 
That  this  was  not  a  direction  for  raising  portions  for 
the  grandchildren,  but  a  direction  to  increase  the  corpus, 
to  be  divisable  amongst  them  at  a  remote  period. 
That  this  must  be  the  proper  construction  of  the  act, 
otherwise  a  gift  to  a  parent,  however  small,  would 
prevent  the  operation  of  that  statute.  It  was  fur- 
ther argued  on  the  same  side,  that  as  to  some  of  the 
class  of  grandchildren,  namely,  the  Maceronisy  their 
parents  took  nothing  under  the  will,  and  that  they  there- 
fore, could  not  by  any  possibility  come  within  the 
second  section.  Another  objection  was,  that  the  accu- 
mulations were  intended  not  only  for  the  benefit  of  the 
grandchildren,  but,  in  certain  events,  of  the  great  grand- 
children who  clearly  were  not  excepted  by  the  second 
section  of  the  act. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended,  that  the  direc- 
tion for  accumulation,  beyond  the  twenty-one  years 
after  the  death  of  the  testator,  was  valid,  as  coming 
within  the  exception  of  the -second  section ;  a  provision, 
in  the  nature  of  portions,  being  intended  for  the  grand- 
children, the  parents  of  whom,  clearly  took  <^  an  interest'' 
under  the  devise. 

That  this  was,  in  effect,  a  gift  of  a  portion  of  the 
income  to  one  for  life,  with  a  direction  to  accumulate 
the  remainder  for  his  children,  which  was  the  case 
expressly  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  statute. 
That,  as  by  the  common  law,  the  power  of  directing 
accumulations,  was  co-extensive  with  the  rule  against 
perpetuities,  the  direction,  independently  of  the  statute, 
would  be  valid ;  and  the  statute,  being  in  restriction  of 
a  common  law  right,  must  be  construed  strictly ;  and  if 

this 
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this  case  came  within  the  literal  terms  of  the  exception, 
the  Court  could  not  adjudge  it  illusory. 

But,  supposing  the  Court  to  hold  the  direction  to  Marsdek. 
accumulate  beyond  the  twenty-one  years  to  be  invalid, 
the  next  question  which  arose  was,  to  whom  the  void 
excess  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  belonged.  The 
residuary  legatees  claimed  it  as  part  of  the  residue, 
contending,  that  as  they  had  vested  interests,  they 
<(  were  the  persons  entitled  thereto,  if  such  accumulation 
bad  not  been  directed;''  and  tliat  their  right  to  the 
excess  of  the  accumulations  would  be  merely  accelerated 
by  the  operation  of  the  statute,  the  gift  being  vested, 
though  the  enjoyment  was  intended  to  be  postponed. 
• 

The  next  of  kin  claimed  thewhole.accumulation  arising 
botli  from  the  real  and  personal  estate.  They  claimed  that 
portion  arising  from  the  real  estate,  on  the  ground  that 
the  direction  to  sell  bad  converted  it  into  personalty* 

The  heiress  at  law  concurred  with  the  next  of  kin  in 
the  argument  against  the  residuary  legatees,  but  claimed 
that  portion  of  the  void  accumulated  fund,  arising  from 
the  real  estate,  on  the  ground  that^  the  sale  of  the  real 
estate  being  directed  for  a  particular  purpose,  which  as 
to  the  void  accumulations  failed,  the  produce  undis- 
posed of  still  retained  its  character  of  reality,  and  passed 
to  the  heiress  at  law ;  Robinson  v.  Taylor  (a),  MaUabar 
V.  MaUabar  (6),  Durour  v.  Motteux  (c),  Kennell  v.  Ab^ 
bott  {d%  Ackroyd  v.  Smithson.  (e) 

As  to  the  construction  of  the  Tkettusson  Art ;  Griffiths 

V.  Vere  (g),  Ijongdon  v.  Simson  {h)j   Lord  Southampton 

V.  Marquis 
(fl)  8  B.  a  C.  589.  (e)  1  Br.  C.  C.  $03, 

(A)  ForreH,79.  (g)  9  r«.127. 

(c)  1  Vet.  sen.  320.  (A)  12  Ves.  295. 

(d)  4  Vei.602. 
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V.  Marquis  of  Hertford  {a\  Leake  v*B6bins€n  (i),  HaUg 
V.  Bannister  {c\  Marshall  v.  HoUaway  {d)^  Bacon  v. 
Proctor  {e\  Palmer  \.  H6lfbrd{g)y  CramUtf  r.  Cretan 
ley{h\  Shaw  v.  Shades  {i\   MacdmaU  v.  Brjfce{k), 

aNeiay.Lucas.{l) 


The  other  questions  in  this  cause  arose  out  of  the 
following  alterations  in  the  state  of  the  family  *,  which 
occurred  after  the  testator's  death  ;  the  testate,  at  the 
time  of  his  deaths  in  1804,  had,  as  has  been*  already 
stated,  ten  grandchildren  then  living,  namely,  Mary 
Ann  Smithy  the  only  child  of  the  testator's  son  Joseph ; 
Benjamin  WUdsmith  the  younger,  Catherine  WildsmUh^ 
Joseph  Wildsmith  the  younger,  Elizabeth  Bamsay,  John 
Peter  Wildsmith^  and  Mary  Ann  Cosins^  who  were  the 
five  children  of  the  testator's  son  Benjamin  ;  James  B^e^ 
the  son  of  the  testator's  daughter  Elizabeth  Eyre;  and 
Francis  and  George  Maceroni*  Five  of  the  ten  grand- 
children, namely,  Benjamin  Wildsmith  the  younger, 
Catherine  Wildsmith,  Joseph  Wildsmith^  Elizabeth  Bam- 
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sinfi  and  Mary  Ann  CosinSy  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  1838. 
testator's  daughter,  Elizabeth  Eyre.  Two  of  them,  Ben^ 
jamm  Wildsmith  the  younger,  and  Joseph  JVildsmith  the 
younger,  left  diildren,  who  were  living  at  the  decease  of 
Elizabeth  Eyre.  '  Maty  Ann  Cosins  died  in  1814,  leaving 
one  child,  Theresa  Maria  Cosins^  who  died  in  1 826^  in 
the  lifetime  of  Elizabeth  Eyre.  Catherine  Wildsmith  died 
in  1816,  unmarried ;  and  Elizabeth  iiafiuay  died  in  181d» 
leaving  issue,  Thomas  Ramsay^  who  also  died  in  1828, 
in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator's  daughter,  Elizabeth  Eyre. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  following  additional 
questions  arose,  namely,  whether  the  portions  which 
accrued  to  the  several  parties,  by  the  deaths  of  some  of 
the  legatees  in  the  lifetime  of  Elizabeth  Eyrej  became 
'  divested  by  the  deaths  of  sdch  parties  in  the  lifetime  of 
EUxabeth  Eyre^  and  went  over  to  the  survivors ;  or  whe- 
ther such  accrued  portions  passed  to  the  representatives 
of  such  deceased  parties ;  and,  secondly,  whether  the  gift 
of  half  the  share  of  Francis  Maceroniy  which  was  given  to 
George  Maceroni^  applied  to  the  shares  which  accrued  to 
him  by  the  deaths  of  several  of  the  grandchildren,  in  the 
lifetime  of  Elizabeth  Eyre^  as  well  as  to  his  original  share. 

On  the  point  of  the  accruer,  the  following  cases 
were  cited ;  Attomey^General  v.  Crispin  (a),  Worlidge  v. 
Churchill  [b\  Ferguson  y.  Dunbar  {c\  Rudge  v.  Barker  {d). 
Pain  V.  Benson  (e),  Shymsher  v.  Northcote  (g),  Cripps  v. 
fVolcott{h)y  Barker  v.Z^a(i),  Hoghton  v.  Whitgreave  {k\ 
Crawder  w.  Stone  (/),  Pope  v.  JVhitcombe  (i»),  Pearson  v. 
Stephen  (n),  Bright  v.  Rawe.  (o) 


Mr. 


(a)  1  B.  a  C.  586.  (0  Turn.  Sr  R.4\3. 

(b)  5  B.  a  C.  465.  (*)  IJ.^W.  146. 
(e)  5  B.  C.  C.  468.  note.  (/)  5  Ruit.  217. 
id)  Cat,  Temp,  Talbot,  124.  (m)  S  Ruu.  126. 

le)  3  Atk,  78.  (n)  5  Blu  N.  S.  205. 

Ig)  1  Swan.  566.  (o)  5  My,  4-  IT.  316. 
ijk)  4  Mad,  1 1. 
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Mr.  Ktndersky  and  Mr.  Bichnety  for  the  Plaintifis. 

Mr.  Tredove  and  Mr.  Tillotsony  for  the  heiress  at  law. 

Mr.  ^gavy  Mr.  Pemberton^  Mr.  Temple^  Mr.  Spenecj 
Mr.  Duckworthy  Mr.  BogerSy  Mr.  Parker^  Mr.  IC  P(arit€r9 
Mr.  Boothf  Mr.  Campbell^  Mr.  Taylor^  Mr.  G.  Richards^ 
and  Mr.  O.  JnderdoHf  for  other  parties. 


Jii/y  9.  7%^  Master  ^M^  Rolls. 

The  object  of  this  suit  is  to  obtain  the  direction  of  the 
Court,  for  the  distribution  of  the  estate  of  Joseph  Wild- 
smithy  the  testator  in  the  cause.  [His  Lordship  referred 
to  the  terms  of  the  will  of  the  testator,  and  the  state  of 
his  family  at  hb  death,  and  proceeded.]  As  the  testator 
directed  the  surplus  income  of  his  estate  to  be  accumu- 
lated during  the  lifetime  of  the  survivor  of  his  children, 
and  Elizabeth  his  surviving  child  lived  more  than  twenty- 
one  years,  namely,  between  twenty-nine  and  thirty  years 
after  his  death,  it  is  contended  on  the  behalf  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs, that  the  direction  to  accumulate  beyond  twenty-one 
years  is  void  under  the  statute  of  the  39  &  40  G.  3.  c.  98. 
(the  Thellusson  Act),  and  that  the  income  accrued  since 
the  expiration  of  the  twenty-one  years,  and  the  accumu- 
lations thereof,  belong  to  the  testator's  next  of  kin.  The 
heir  at  law  concurs  in  the  argument,  that  the  direction 
to  accumulate,  is  void  for  the  excess  above  twenty-one 
years;  but  claims  such  portion  of  the  subsequent  income 
and  accumulations,  as  have  arisen  from  the  produce  of 
the  testator's  real  estate.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  con- 
tended, first,  that  as  the  parents  of  eight  out  of  the  ten 
grandchildren,  took  beneficial  interests  under  the  will, 
the  direction  to  accumulate  is  lawful  under  the  second 
section  of  the  act,  if  not  as  to  the  whole  fiind,  at  least  as 
to  such  part  of  it,  as  was  not  given  to  the  two  grand- 
children. 
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children,  whose  parent  being  dead  took  no  beneficial        18S8. 
interest  under  the  will ;  and  secondly,  that  if  the  direc-     ^^""^^^^ 
tion  to  accumulate  beyond  twenty-one  years  be  void,  v. 

the  efiect  of  the  statute  will  be,  not  to  give  the  subse- 
quent interest  to  the  next  of  kin,  or  heir  at  law,  but  to 
accelerate  the  gift  to  the  grandchildren,  and  to  give 
them  the  whole  interest.  The  statute,  after  directing 
that  no  testator  shall  dispose  of  his  property,  so  that  the 
income  thereof,  shall  be  wholly  or  partially  accumulated, 
for  more  than  twenty-one  years  from  the  time  of  his 
death,  and  that  in  every  case  where  any  accumulation 
shall  be  directed,  otherwise  than  as  aforesaid,  such  direc- 
tion shall  be  void,  provided  *^  that  nothing  in  the  act 
contained  shall  extend  to  any  provision  for  raising  por- 
tions for  any  child  or  children  of  any  person  or  persons 
taking  an  interest  under  the  devise/'  As  two  of  the 
grandchildren,  for  whose  benefit  the  accumulation  is  di- 
rected, were  not  the  children  of  any  person  taking  an 
interest  under  the  will,  and  as  the  accumulation  which 
is  directed,  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  a  provision  for 
raising  poitions,  but  a  provision  for  making  additions  to 
the  capital,  for  the  purpose  of  making  one  gift  of  an 
aggregate  fund^  I  think  that  this  case  is  not  within  the 
proviso  of  the  act,  and  that  the  direction  to  accumulate 
for  more  than  twenty-one  years  is  void. 

The  statute  provides,  that  when  the  direction  to  accu- 
mulate is  made  void,  the  rents  and  produce  of  the  pro- 
perty directed  to  accumulate,  shall  go  to  and  be  received 
by  such  person  or  persons,  as  would  have  been  entitled 
thereto,  if  such  accumulation  had  not  been  directed.  It 
is  argued,  that  the  effect  of  this  is,  first  to  stop  the  ac- 
cumulation, and  then  to  give  the  rents,  of  which  the 
accumulation  is  not  allowed,  immediately  to  the  persons 
for  whose  benefit  the  accumulation  was  intended.  Bat 
it  appears  to  me,  that  this  would  be  in  effect  to  make  a 
new  will,  or  a  new  disposition  for  the  testator.     The 

testator, 
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1838.        testator,  having  regard  to  the  deadi  of  his  youngest 
child,  has  directed  his  property,  subject  to  certain  pay- 
.  ments,  to  be  accumulated,  and  he  has  also  prorided^  Aat^ 
during  the  life  of  the  youngest  child,  the  vested  interests 
which  he  has  previously  giyen  may  be  divested.    He 
has  given  vested  interests  to  all  his  grandchildren  living 
at  his  own  death ;  but  nothing  is  to  be  paid  to  them  till 
the  death  of  his  surviving  child,  and  in  the  meantime 
the  interests  may  be  divested  and  become  vested  in 
other  persons ;  and  to  direct  that  payments  shall  be  made 
at  the  end  of  twentyK>ne  years,  before  the  death  of  the 
testator's  surviving  child,  would  be  to  direct  that  vpfaicfa 
the  testator  has  not  directed,  and  to  give  and  defeat 
interests  directly  contrary  to  his  meaning  and  inten- 
tion. 

The  statute,  as  it  appears  to  me,  was  not  intended  to 
operate,  and  does  not  operate,  to  alter  any  disposition 
made  by  th6  testator,  except  his  direction  to  accumulate. 
Striking  that  out,  every  thing  else  is  left  as  before,  and 
all  the  other  directions  of  the  will,  as  to  the  time  of  pay* 
ment,  substitution,  or  any  ^contingencies,  are  to  take  eflfect 
according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  will,  unaltered 
by  the  effect  of  the.  statute.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the 
income  which  the  statute  forbids  to  be  accumulated,  must 
go  as  in  the  case  of  Intestacy. 

And  then  arises  the  question  between  the  heir  at 
law  and  the  next  of  kin.  The  testator  empowered  die 
trustees  to  sell  the  real  estate  when  they  pleased  after 
his  death ;  if  not  done  before,  he  ordered  them  to  sd 
after  the  death  of  his  youngest  child ;  but  the  sale  was 
directed  for  the  purposes  of  the  will  only,  and  for  the 
benefit  of  the  grandchildren  or  their  children,  not  for 
the  benefit  of  the  next  of  kin.  It  happens  that  there  is 
a  failure  of  the  testator's  intent.  The  income  of  the 
money  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  real  estates  cannot 

be 
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be  allowed  to  aocumulate,  and  applied  as  the  testator  1858. 
meant  The  purposes  of  the  will,  as  far  as  they  can  be 
lawfully  carried  into  effect,  do  not  exhaust  the  whole 
benefidal  interest  arising  out  of  the  real  estate,  and  I 
think  that  the  heir  is  entitled  to  the  unexhausted  in- 
terest. 

The  other  questbns  relate  to  the  administration  and 
distribution  of  the  fund  lawfully  accumulated,  and  de- 
pend solely  on  the  construction  and  effect  of  the  will ; 
and  considering  this,  it  appears  that  the  testator  intended, 
that  subject  to  the  weekly  sums,  and  annuity  given  to 
his  surviving  children,  the  whole  of  his  property  should 
accumulate  till  the  death  of  his  surviving  child,  and 
should  then  be  divided  among  all  his  grandchildren 
then  living;  but  if  any  of  them  were  then  dead 
without  leaving  issue,  then  among  the  survivors ;  and 
that  if  any  of  them  were  then  dead,  leaving  issue,  then 
that  the  issue  of  such  deceased  grandchildren,  should 
have  the  share,  which  their  parents  would  have  been  en- 
titled to  if  living.  This  appears  to  roe  to  be  the  scope 
and  intention  of  the  will :  he  meant  an  aggregate  and 
previously  undivided  fund,  to  be  distributed  and  divided 
cm  the  death  of  his  surviving  child.  Interests  were  pre- 
viously vested ;  but  up  to  that  time,  the  vested  interests 
were  subject  to  be  divested ;  and  I  think  the  plain  in- 
tenUon  of  the  testator  cannot  be  carried  into  effect, 
without  applying  this  principle^  to  every  interest  which 
became  vested  under  this  part  of  the  will,  in  the  different 
events  which  happened ;  to  the  interests  in  the  accrued 
shares  which  became  vested  in  the  grandchildren,  and 
to  the  interests  in  the  original  or  accrued  shares,  which 
became  vested  in  the  children  of  grandchildren. 

On  the  death  of  Mrs.  Cosins^  her  expectant  share  be- 
came vested  in  her  daughter  Theresa;  on  the  death  of 
Catherine  Wildsmith^  her  expectant  share  became  vested 

in 
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1BS8.  in  the  eight    surviving    grandchildren,    and   Jieresa 

^T^^'"^''^  Casins;  on  the  death  of  Mrs.  Ramsay^  her  expectant 

V.  share  became  vested  in  her  son  Thomas;  on  the  death 


Marsoik. 


of  Joseph  Wildsmith  the  younger,  his  expectant  share 
became  vested  in  his  children ;  on  the  death  of  Theresa 
Cosins,  her  expectant  share  became  vested  in  the  six  sur- 
viving grandchildren,  Thomas  Ram^j  and  the  children 
o(  Joseph  Wildsmith;  on  the  death  of  JTiomas  Bamsm/j 
his  expectant  share  became  vested  in  the  six  surviving 
grandchildren,  and  the  children  of  Joseph  Wildsmith^  in 
equal  seventh  parts;  and  on  the  death  of  Benjamin 
Wildsmith  the  younger,  his  expectant  share  became 
vested  in  his  children. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  lawfully  accumulated  fund 
is  devisable  in  sevenths ;  that  one  seventh  is  payable  to 
Mary  Ann  Smith  ;  one  seventh  to  the  children  of  Ben^ 
jamin  Wildsmith  ;  one  seventh  to  the  children  of  Joseph 
Wildsmith  ;  one  seventh  to  John  Peter  Wildsmith  ;  one 
seventh  to  James  Eyre  ;  and  the  remaining  two  sevenths 
to  Francis  and  George  Maceroni,  And  with  respect  to 
diese,  the  teslator,  after  directing  an  actual  division 
among  his  grandchildren,  has  made  an  exception  in  these 
words,  ^^  save  and  except  the  share  of  Francis  Maceroni^ 
one  of  the  children  of  my  late  daughter  Mary  Ann 
Maceronij  deceased ;  one  moiety  or  half  part  of  whose 
share  of  my  estate  and  effects  I  give  and  bequeath  to 
his  brother  George  Maceroni,  in  consideration  of  the 
benefit  derived  by  the  said  Francis  Maceroni,  from  tlie 
will  of  my  late  brother  Benjamin  deceased."  I  think  that 
the  effect  of  this  exception  is  to  transfer  from  Francis 
to  George,  one  moiety  of  that  which  Francis  would  other- 
wise have  received  in  respect  of  his  original  share,  and 
also  in  respect  of  the  shares  which  would  have  accrued 
to  him  upon  the  death  of  Catherine  Wildsmith,  Tfteresa 
Cosins,  and  Thomas  Ramsay,  and  in  the  result  Francis 
Maceroni  is  entitled  only  to  one  fourteenth  of  the  fund, 

and 
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and  that  George  Maceroni  is  entitled  to  three  fourteenths  1858. 
thereof.  These  are  the  several  points  argued,  and  the 
decree  must  declare  that  the  direction  to  accumulate  in 
the  will  is  void  as  to  the  time,  exceeding  the  term  of 
twenty-one  years  after  the  testator's  death ;  that  the  in- 
come, arising  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  twenty- 
one  years  from  the  testator's  death,  of  so  much  of  the 
fund  as  consists  of  the  testator's  personal  estate,  or  the 
produce  thereof  belongs  to  the  testator's  nekt  of  kin ; 
and  of  so  much  of  the  fund  as  consists  of  the  produce  of 
real  estate,  belongs  to  the  testator's  heir  at  law ;  that  the 
shares  which  accrued  to  the  grandchfldren,  or  children 
of  the  grandchildren,  of  or  under  the  provisions  of  his 
will,  were  subject  to  be  divested  on  the  death  of  such 
grandchildren  or  children  of  the  grandchildren  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  testator's  surviving  child,  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  original  shares  given  by  the  will  to  the 
grandchildren ;  that  the  representatives  of  the  deceased 
children  of  the  testator's  grandchildren,  who  died  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  testator's  surviving  child,  are  not  entitled 
to  any  share  of  the  testator's  estate ;  and  that  George 
Macaroni  b  entitled  to  three  fourteenths,  and  Francis 
Maceroni  to  only  one  fourteenth  of  the  accumuUted 
fund. 


Some  of  the  parties  applied  to  have  the  costs  of  the 
suit  taxed,  and  paid  as  between  solicitor  and  client, 
relying  on  a  former  order,  which  directed  the  taxation 
and  payment  of  the  costs  on  that  principle. 

Mr.  TreslaoCf  Mr.  Temple,  and  Mr.  Anderdon^  contra, 
opposed  the  application,  contending  that  such  an  order 
could  only  be  made  on  the  consent  of  all  parties.  They 
relied  on  the  case  of  Fenner  v.  Taylor  (a),  where  a  bill 
being  filed  by  one  of  two  residuary  legatees  against  the 

other, 
(a)  5  Mai.  470. 

VouII.  Qy 
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1888.  other,  the  usual  decree  was  made,  and  it  was  held,  on 
further  directions,  that  costs  could  not  be  given  out  of 
the  fund  in  Court,  as  between  solicitor  and  cliast,  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  defendant 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  think,  that  having 
regard  to  the  fact,  of  the  Court  having,  on  a  former 
occasion,  ordered  the  costs  to  be  taxed  between  soli- 
citor and  client,  and  of  this  being  a  family  cause,  and 
necessarily  prosecuted  for  the  purpose  of  making  a 
distribution  of  the  fund,  I  may  order  these  costs  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  fund  as  between  solicitor  and  client  It 
is  very  reasonable. 


A  question  then  arase,  out  of  what  fund  the  costs 
were  to  be  paid. 

Mr.  Kindersley  proposed,  that  they  should  be  paid  pro 
rata  out  of  the  undisposed  of  part,  which  had  been  declared 
to  belong  to  the  heir  and  next  of  kin  respectively. 

Mr.  Treslove,  contra,  said  that  the  costs  should  first 
come  out  of  the  undisposed  of  personalty  which  be- 
longed to  the  next  of  kin.  That  the  undisposed  of  per- 
sonalty ought  to  be  exhausted  before  the  fund  belonging 
to  the  heir-at-law  should  be  subjected  to  the*costs  of  the 
suit ;  and  that  the  Court  would  not  marshal  assets  as 
between  real  and  personal  representatives.  That  the 
testator  had  violated  the  law,  in  consequence  of  which 
a  portion  of  the  estate  descended  to  the  heir  at  law, 
which  should  be  free  from  costs. 

IThe  Master  of  the  Rolls.  The  suit  was  equally 
necessary,  in  order  to  establish  the  right  of  the  heir  as 
the  right  of  the  next  of  kin.] 

The 
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The  point  of  costs  was  again  mentionedi  when,  18S8. 

The  Master  <^the  Rolls  said :  • —  The  testator  has 
given  the  estate  to  the  trustees,  and  he  has  given  them  a 
discretionary  power  to  sell  during  the  life  time  of  his 
grandchildren ;  and  he  has  expressly  ordered,  that  if  not 
sold  in  the  lifetime  of  the  younger  child,  it  shall  after- 
wards be  sold :  he  has  brought  the  real  and  personal 
estate  into  one  fund,  and  he  has  directed  it  to  be  given 
to  his  grandchildren  and  their  children,  in  certain  pro- 
portions; but  he  has  directed  accumulations  to  be 
made,  which  the  law  does  not  allow,  the  consequence 
of  which  is,  that  there  is  a  portion  of  his  property,  that 
is  a  portion  of  the  mixed  fund,  consisting  partly  of  the 
produce  of  real  and  partly  of  the  produce  of  personal 
estate  which  is  not  disposed  of.  That  portion  of  the 
mixed  fund  not  being  disposed  of,  a  question  has  arisen 
to  whom  it  belongs.  I  have  considered  it  to  belong, 
partly  to  the  heir,  and  partly  to  the  next  of  kin.  Then 
comes  the  question  how  the  costs  of  the  suit  are  to  be 
defrayed.  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying,  that  I  consider 
this  will  is  so  framed,  that  it  was  absolutely  necessary  to 
come  to  the  Court  to  have  the  estate  properly  adminis- 
tered; because  the  testator  himself  has  so  expressed  his 
intentions,  that  they  could  not  be  safely  carried  into 
effect  by  the  trustees,  without  the  direction  of  this 
Court;  and  as  to  part  of  them,  it  was  necessary  to  apply 
to  the  Court,  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  declared,  that 
they  could  not  be  carried  into  effect  at  all. 

The  expense  of  the  suit,  therefore,  arises  from  the  mode 
in  which  the  testator  has  framed  his  own  will,  not  from 
the  &ult  of  any  party  to  whom  he  has  made  a  gift  by 
the  will,  nor  in  consequence  of  any  improper  claim 
raised  by  any  body,  but  in  consequence  of  the  difficulty 
which  the  testator  himself  has  created.  The  costs,  then, 
of  the  suit,  having  arisen  from  such  difficulties,  I  appre- 
Q  7  2  hend 
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1838.  hend  it  to  be  the  rule  of  the  Court,  that  they  ought  to 
be  paid  out  of  the  testator's  estate.  The  testator's 
estate  consists,  for  this  purpose,  of  two  portions ;  one 
part  of  this  he  has  legally  and  e£fectually  disposed  of  to 
particular  persons ;  and  another  part  be  has  not  legally 
or  eifectually  disposed  of  to  any  body;  and  which, 
therefore,  is  taken  by  the  persons  who  are  l^ally  en- 
titled, independently  of  any  will  of  the  testator.  In 
this  state  of  things,  I  apprehend  that  the  costs  of  the 
suit  ought  to  be  defrayed  in  such  a  manner,  as  not  to 
disappoint  the  legal  donees  of  the  testator,  and  therefore 
ought  to  be  taken  out  of  the  fund  which  the  testator 
has  not  disposed  of,  and  which,  in  fact,  devolves  on 
the  persons  to  whom  the  law  gives  it  I  conceive  that 
the  expense  of  administering  the  estate,  should  be  paid 
out  of  the  undisposed  of  part  of  the  testator's  estate ; 
but  the  undisposed  part  of  the  testator's  estate,  con- 
sists partly  of  the  produce  of  realty,  and  partly  the 
produce  of  personalty.  Are  the  costs  to  be  thrown 
exclusively  on  one  part?  It  might  be  so,  if  the  testator 
had  given  directions  different  from  those  which  he  has 
given ;  but  he  has,  by  bis  will,  constituted  these  portions 
of  his  estate  into,  one  common  fiind,  which  he  has  di- 
rected to  be  accumulated,  and  divided,  in  the  mode 
pointed  out  by  the  will;  for  the  purposes  of  the  will, 
they  are  one  common  fund  ;  but  for  other  purposes,  they 
are  not  to  be  so  considered,  but  divisable  into  two  parts, 
one  of  which  belongs  to  the  next  of  kin,  and  the  other 
to  the  heir  at  law.  Then,  having  constituted  them  one 
common  fund  for  the  purposes  of  the  wiU^  I  can  see  no 
reason  why  they  should  not  be  considered  as  one  com- 
mon fund  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  costs ;  and  I 
therefore  conceive,  that  the  costs  are  to  be  charged  i^ppn 
that  part  of  the  testator  s  estate,  which  is  not  effectually 
given  by  bis  will,  and  to  be  paid  pro  rata  out  of  the 
two  several  parts ;  and,  accordingly,  the  total  aoKmnt 
of  costs  being  ascertained  and  paid,  the  residue  of  the 

fund 
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fiind  may  be  then  distributed  pro  rata  ;  what  remains  as        18S8. 
to  the  one  portion  will  clearly  belong  to  the  heir,  and 
what  remains  as  to  the  other  portion  will  belong  to  the 
next  of  kin. 


The  heiress  at  law  appealed  from  the  decision ;  and 
the  Lord  Chancellor,  on  the  16th  of  January  1838, 
affirmed  the  decree  except  as  to  the  costs. 


CARTER  V.  GOETZE.  ^««*  12. 

July  23. 

'T^HE  object  of  this  suit,  was  to  set  aside,  on  the  The  Plaintiff 
"*"    ground  of  fraud,  an  agreement  entered  into  by  the  J^^^it  to  set 

Plaintiff,  for  the  purchase  from  the  Defendant,  of  a  aside  an  agree- 
r  n  n         '  '       r  mcot,  entered 

secret  of  a  process  for  manufactunng  sterme  from  ve-  into  by  him 

getable  oils,  and  for  refining  oils.  y»t^  the  Dc- 

®  ®  fendant,forthe 

purchase  of 

The  biU  stated,  that  the  Plaintiff,  a  wax  and  tallow  thesecret  of  a 
'  ^  '  ^  '   process  of  ma- 

chandler,  had  been  in  the  habit  of  manufacturing  sterine  nufacture,  on 

from  tallow  and  other  animal  matter,  but  was  unable  to  fr^u^'^^nd  of 

use  palm  oil  and  other  vegetable  substances,  which  were  the  Defendant 

much  cheaper,  for  that  purpose,  he  being  unable  to  ex-  guch  secret. 

tract  the  colour  therefrom.  ^y  '*^«  ^^^^^ 

mentj&s  stated 

in  the  bill. 

The  bill  then  alleged,  that  the  Defendant  represent-  ^^H^l^"" 

ing  himself  to  be  possessed  of  a  secret  mode,  known  to  divulge  the 

only  to  himself,  of  manufacturing  sterine  with  palm  oil  defendant  ^ 

and  other  vegetable  substances,  in  conjunction  with  tal-  demurred  to 

low,  and  of  refining  oil  in  the  maimfacture  of  sterine,  interrogato- 

proposed  to  communicate  his  secret  to  the  Plaintiff  on  riesof  thebill, 
'^     ^  as  soughtadis 

.   certain  coveryofthe 
'  nature  of  the 

secret,  and  he  answered  the  remainder  of  the  bill,  denying  all  fraud,  and  insisting  on 
the  existence  of  the  secret  process :  Held,  that  the  Defendant  vas  bound  to  dis- 
cover the  nature  of  the  secret. 

Qg3 


GOXTZS. 
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1888.       certain  terms,  which  the  PlaintiiF  agreed  to;  and  that 
^""^^'"'^'^    thereupon  certain  articles  of  agreement,  dated  the  38th 
o.  of  December  1 836,  were  executed  by  the  Plaintiff  and  the 

Defendant ;  and  thereby  it  was  covenanted  and  agreed, 
that  the  Defendant  should,  within  a  fortnight,  manu- 
facture on  the. Plaintiff's  premises,  a  sufficient  quantity 
of  animal  or  vegetable  matter  into  sterine  and  refined 
oil,  in  such  a  way  as  to  enable  the  Plaintiff  to  ascertain 
the  expense  thereof,  as  far  as  could  be  done  without 
disclosing  the  secret;  and  if  the  sterine  and  oil  manu- 
factured should  not  in  the  opinion  of  the  Plaintiff,  of  <^ 
referees  to  be  appointed,  in  pase  the  Plaintiff  and  De- 
fendant should  di£fer  in  opinion,  be  equal  in  quality  to 
a  specimen  referred  to,  the  Plaintiff  might  put  an  end 
to  the  agreement  But  if  no  attempt  was  made  to  de- 
termine the  agreement  before  the  1st  of  Febmary  then 
next,  or  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  determine  the  same 
were  negatived  by  the  referees,  the  agreement  was  to 
continue  in  force  for  seven  years,  and  the  Deiendaot 
was,  within  a  fortnight  after  the  1st  of  February^  or  the 
decision  of  the  referees,  to  fiimish  the  Plaintiff  with  a 
written  statement  of  the  particulars,  of  the  secret,  and  to 
instruct  the  Plaintiff  and  his  son  in  the  use  of  the  same. 
The  Plaintiff  agreed  to  manufacture  by  means  of  the 
process,  during  the  term  of  seven  years,  three  tons  of 
•animal  or  vegetable  matter  per  week,  to  keep  regular 
accounts,  and  to  make  certain  proportionate  payments 
to  the  Defendant.  Both  parties  covenanted  that  they 
would  not,  without  the  written  consent  of  the  other, 
divulge  or  make  known,  in  any  way,  to  any  person  or 
persons  whomsoever,  the  knowledge  of  the  said  secret, 
or  the  mode  of  using  the  same;  and  that  they  would  re- 
spectively make  as  careful  a  use  of  the  same  as  possible^ 
in  conducting  the  said  manufacture,  with  a  view  to  pre- 
vent a  disclosure;  and  the  Defendant  agreed  not  to 
instruct  any  other  person  in  the  use  of  the  secret,  during 
the  continuance  of  the  agreement.  The  bill  then  al- 
leged. 
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leged,  that  the  Defendant,  in  pursuance  of  the  agree-  1888. 
menty  attempted  to  manufacture  sterine  and  refined  oil, 
according  to  his  alleged  secret  method;  and  it  con- 
tained the  following  allegations  as  to  the  substance  used 
in  these  experiments  by  the  Plaintiff  That  the  De- 
fendant mixed  up  the  said  tallow  and  palm  oil,  and  put 
into  such  substance,  same  bleaching  powder^  for  the 
purpose  of  extracting  the  colour  from  the  palm  oil;  and 
that  the  said  G.  W*  Goetze  did  not,  at  that  or  any  other 
time,  communicate  to  the  Plaintiff  the  nature  of  such 
powder,  but  shook  the  same  into  the  mixture  of  tallow 
and  palm  oil,  from  a  paper  in  which  the  same  was  con- 
tained ;  but  in  such  a  manner  that  the  Plaintiff  did  not 
see  the  said  powder.  There  were  several  other  similar 
allegations  contained  in  the  bill  as  to  the  substance  used, 
and  amongst  others,  the  following.  That  the  said  De- 
fendant, on  the  7th  day  of  January  18S7,  caused  the  oil 
which  was  produced  on  his  first  experiment  of  manu- 
fiicturing  sterine  as  aforesaid,  to  be  kept  by  itself,  for 
the  purpose  of  being  refined ;  and  that  Defendant  mixed 
with  the  said  oils  some  article  which  he  brought  in  two 
stone  bottles,  and  the  nature  of  which  he  never  com- 
municated, and  the  same  has  never  become  known  to 
Plaintiff.  That  the  said  G.  JV.  Goetze  in  the  month  of 
February  1887,  made  another  experiment  of  manufac- 
turing refined  oil  on  a  large  scale,  and  that  two  men 
were  employed  under  his  direction,  to  agitate  an  oil  cask 
contauiing  oil,  into  which  the  said  G.  tV*  Goetze  had 
put  some  articUf  (the  nature  of  which  he  never  commu- 
nicated, and  the  same  has  never  become  known  to  the 
Plaindfl^)  for  the  purpose  of  making  refined  oil,  as  he 
alleged,  of  the  first  quality ;  and  that  such  experiment 
was  unsuccessfuL 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  Defendant's  experiments 

entirely  failed;  and  that  the  Defendant  was  not,  in  fistct, 

>Qq  4t  in 
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18S8.  in  possession  of  any  secret  for  making  the  article  afore- 
said, and  was  and  is  unable  to  manufacture  sterine, 
artificial  spermaceti,  and  refined  oil,  and  was  ignorant  of 
the  mode  of  manufacturing  the  same.  Th|it  the  Plain- 
tiff relied  on  the  representation  of  the  Defendant,  and 
being  deceived  thereby,  did  not  put  an  end  to  the  agree- 
ment in  the  time  therein  limited  for  that  purpose ;  that 
the  Defendant  procured  the  Plaintiff  to  execute  the 
articles,  by  representing  that  he  was  possessed  of  a 
secret,  when,  in  fact,  he  was  not;  and  that  no  such 
secret  was  ever  communicated.  On  these  and  other 
grounds  the  Plaintiff  claimed  to  be  relieved  from  the 
contract 

The  bill  stated  also  that  the  Defendant  had  com- 
menced an  action  against  the  Plaintiff  in  the  Exchequer 
for  breach  of  the  agreement ;  'and  it  prayed,  that  it  might 
be  declared,  that  the  Defendant  procured  the  Plaintiff 
to  execute  the  articles  of  agreement  by  misrepresentation 
and  fraud ;  that  such  articles  were  fraudulent  and  void 
as  against  the  Plaintiff;  and  that  the  same  and  an  in- 
dorsement thereon  might  be  cancelled;  and  that  the 
Defendant  might  be  restrained  from  prosecuting  the 
action  at  law  which  he  had  commenced  in  the  Ex- 
chequer for  the  non-performance  thereof. 

The  Defendant,  as  to  such  of  the  interrogatories 
of  the  bill  as  required  him  to  set  forth  the  nature,  pro- 
portions, and  use  of  the  bleaching  powder,  and  of  some 
and  what  article  used  in  the  process  of  refining  the  oil, 
and  the  nature  of  his  secret,  demurred;  he  however 
answered  the  remainder  of  the  bill,  .denying  all  the 
alleged  fraud,  insisting  on  the  efficacy  of  the  process, 
and  that  he  had  communicated  the  secret  to  the  Plaintiff. 

The  demurrer  now  came  on  for  argument 

Mr. 
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Mr.  KindersUj^  and  Mr.  James  BusseU^  in  support  of  1838. 
the  demurrer,  contended,  that  the  Defendant  was  not 
bound  to  answer  the  interrogatories  demurred  to,  and 
thereby  publish  to  the  world  the  nature  of  the  secret, 
which,  by  the  express  stipulations  of  the  contract,  was 
not  to  be  divulged.  The  effect  of  answering  the  inter- 
rogatories, as  to  the  nature  of  the  secret,  would  be  to  de- 
prive the  Defendant  of  the  benefit  of  his  ingenuity.  That 
the  allegations  of  fraud  on  which  the  Plaintiff's  equity 
was  founded,  had  been  wholly  negatived  by  the  Defend- 
ant's answer,  and  the  bill  would  probably  be  dismissed 
at  the  hearing ;  what  redress  could  then  be  given  to  the 
Defendant,  for  the  injury  he  would  have  sustained,  if  he 
were  compelled  to  answer  the  objectionable  questions  ? 
If  this  demurrer  were  untenable,  then  the  represent- 
ation of  a  fictitious  agreement,  might  enable  a  man  to 
obtain  the  discovery  of  the  most  valuable  secret,  and 
deprive  the  inventor  of  the  fruits  of  years  of  experience 
and  industry.  In  Yovati  v.  Winyard{a\  Lord  Eldon, 
enjoined  a  defendant  from  communicating  certain  re- 
cipes for  making  veterinary  medicines,  on  the  ground 
that  he  had  obtained  a  knowledge  of  the  mode  of  pre- 
paring them  by  a  breach  of  trust.  Here,  by  permitting 
the  Plaintiff  to  compel  the  Defendant  to  divulge  the 
secret,  the  Court  would  be  assisting  in  the  breach  of 
a  contract,  which  it  ought  rather  specifically  to  enforce. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Piggottf  contri^ 

Contended  that  it  was  necessary  for  the  determination 
of  the  question  in  the  cause,  that  a  full  discovery  should 
be  made.  That  there  was  no  rule  of  the  Court,  which 
protected  a  Defendant  from  making  a  full  discovery, 
in  a  case  like  the  present,  where  the  point  in  issue  was, 

whether 

(a)  iJac.  4- 9KaUr.  994.;  and  see  JSoi/iv.Pfic^,  I  5SM.48J. 
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1838.  whether  a  fraud  had  or  had  not  been  committed.  That 
the  form  of  defence  by  demurrer  and  answer  could  not 
be  sustained;  that  there  wasnoall^pition  in  the  bill,  that 
"  the  powder  "  formed  any  part  of  the  secret,  and  the 
Defendant  should  therefore  have  pleaded  that  the  eflfect  of 
answering  these  interrogatories  as  to  the  powder,  would 
be  to  divulge  the  secret,  and  then  answer  the  remainder 
of  the  bilL  The  bill  stated,  that  the  Defendant  possessed 
no  secret,  and  sought  a  discovery,  and  the  Defendant, 
by  demurring,  admitted  the  all^ation,  that  he  had  no 
secret,  which  was  the  fraud  complained  o£  That  the 
answer  in  which  the  Defendant  insisted  he  had  a  secret, 
could  not  be  used  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  and 
thereby  conclude  the  right  to  the  discovery  by  the  De« 
fendant's  own  oath.  That  the  only  purpose  for  which 
an  answer  could  be  read  on  the  ailment  of  a  de* 
murrer,  was  to  enable  the  Court  to  see  whether  the  de* 
murrer  was  over-ruled  by  it  or  not,  and  here  by  its  form 
the  demurrer  was  over-ruled  by  the  answer. 

Mr.  Kindersley,  in  reply. 

Tie  Master  of  the  Rolls  [after  stating  the  allega- 
tions of  the  bill]. 

To  this  bill  the  Defendant  has  put  in  a  demurrer  and 
answer ;  the  demurrer  is  to  so  much  of  the  bill  as  seeks 
a  disclosure  of  the  alleged  secret,  or  anything  which 
might  lead  to  such  disclosure;  the  answer  is  to  the 
rest  of  the  discovery,  and  to  all  relief  sought  by  the 
bill.  It  is  alleged,  that  the  Defendant  has  answered 
every  thing  which  relates  to  the  existence,  and  to  the 
value  of  the  secret,  but  he  has  not  answered,  and  he 
claims  to  be  entitled,  to  protect  himself  by  demurrer, 
from  answering  or  discovering  any  thing,  which  relates 
to  the  nature  and  particulars  of  the  secret. 

All 
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All  the  alleged  fraud  is  denied  by  the  answer;  and        18S8. 
for  the  demurrer,  it  is  argued,  that  the  Plaintiff  having 
covenanted  not  to  divulge  the  secret,  he  is  not  entitled 
to  call  for  a  disclosure  of  it  to  all  the  world,  by  requir- 
ing an  answer  to  a  bill  in  equity. 

If  the  bin,  instead  of  seeking  to  cancel  the  agreement 
for  fraud,  had  claimed  a  benefit  under  it,  there  would 
have  been  great  reason  to  contend,  that  the  Plaintiff 
should  not,  in  the  very  act  of  seeking  a  benefit  under 
the  agreement,  be  permitted  to  ask  for  a  discovery, 
which  would  lead  to  a  violation  of  one  of  the  principal 
provisions  which  it  contains. 

But  the  object  of  the  bill,  is  to  set  aside  the  agree- 
ment for  fi-aud,  and  the  alleged  fraud  is,  that  the  De* 
fendant  represented  himself  to  be  possessed  of  a  valuable 
secret,  when  in  bet  he  was  not.  If  such  a  fraud  exists, 
relief  ought  to  be  given,  and  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  be 
at  liberty  to  establish  the  fraud  if  he  can ;  and  if  it  be 
true,  that  the  only  mode  in  which  such  a  fraud  can  be 
established,  is  by  comparing  that  which  the  Defendant 
alleges  to  be  his  secret,  with  that  which  was  commonly 
or  previously  known  to  other  persons,  it  would  seem, 
that  a  disclosure  is  necessary,  even  for  the  trial  of  the 
case. 

As  the  Defendant  has  not  demurred  to  the  relief, 
the  Plaintiff  is  at  liberty  to  prove  all  the  facts  necessary 
to  establish  his  case,  that  fraudulent  representations 
have  been  made ;  he  is  abo  at  liberty  to  require  the 
usual  discovery,  unless  the  Defendant  is  entitled  to 
some  particular  exemption;  and  it  is  di£&cult  to  see, 
how  the  Defendant  can  rely  on  the  agreement,  as  af- 
fording him  an  exemption,  in  a  case  where  the  va- 
lidity of  the  agreement,  is  the  very  question  at  issue 

between 
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1888.       between  the  parties,  and  can  be  determined  only  by  the 
disclosure  of  the  secret* 

It  cannot  be  contended,  that  the  oath  of  the  Defendant, 
even  if  the  answer  could  be  read  in  aid  of  the  demurrer, 
is  to  be  conclusive  upon  the  Plaintiff  or  that  a  par^ 
who,  by  a  false  statement  has  inveigled  another  into  a 
fraudulent  agreement,  is,  by  merely  stating  in  his  answer 
that  the  statement  was  true,  to  entitle  himself  to  all  the 
profit  which  the  fraudulent  agreement  purports  to  give 
him ;  there  must  undoubtedly  be  a  mode  of  relief,  and 
an  investigation  of  the  facts  by  the  production  of  evidence 
and  by  a  discovery. 

If  a  man  makes  a  valuable  discovery  in  the  way  of 
manufacture,  and  chooses  to  keep  it  secret,  he  may 
avail  himself  of  that  secret,  in  any  lawful  way  for  his 
own  profit,  either  by  himself,  or  with  the  aid  of  those  in 
whom  he  places  confidence ;  or  if  he  chooses  to  disclose 
the  secret  which  he  possesses,  he  may  secure  to  himself 
the  advantage  which  is  afibrded  by  a  patent;  but  I 
apprehend,  he  cannot  procure  another  person  to  enter 
into  engagements  with  him,  by  alleging  that  he  has  a 
secret,  without  at  the  same  time  subjecting  himself,  in 
case  of  dispute,  to  an  enquiry  whether  there  was  a  se- 
*cret  or  not;  and. that  although  such  an  enquiry  cannot 
be  conducted  without  leading  to  a  disclosure  of  the 
secret.  A  man,  by  entering  into  such  a  contract,  does 
not  mean  to  deprive  himself  of  the  benefit  of  the  law, 
and  if  the  law  be  appealed  to,  the  Court  cannot  deal  with 
the  question  between  the  parties,  without  ascertaining 
whether  the  alleged  secret  existed ;  and  for  the  purpose 
of  instituting  the  inquiry,  it  is  necessary  to  know,  what 
it  is,  that  was  alleged  to  be  a  secret. 

On 
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On  these  grounds,  it  does  not  appear  to  me,  that  1888. 
the  defence  which  is  attempted  in  this  case^  could  be 
sustained,  even  if  brought  forward  in  a  manner  free 
from  objection  as  to  form.  It  may  be  thought  hard 
upon  a  man,  in  the  circumstances  of  this  Defendant,  to 
be  called  upon  to  disclose  a  secret,  which  by  contract 
between  him  and  the  Plaintiff  was  not  to  be  divulged ; 
but  without  adverting  to  any  grounds  of  public  policy 
as  applicable  to  such  cases,  it  is  obvious  that  it  would 
also  be  hard  upon  a  man,  in  the  situation  of  the  Plaintiff, 
to  have  his  rights  determined,  without  a  legal  investiga- 
tion of  the  principal  question  at  issue  between  him  and 
the  Defendant. 

The  demurrer  and  answer  have,  in  this  case,  been 
skilfully  framed,  with  a  view,  if  possible,  to  protect  the 
Defendant  from  discovery  by  such  means ;  but  I  con- 
ceive, that  even  if  the  law  could,  in  any  case,  protect 
such  secrets,  it  would  not  be  in  this  form. 

If  the  agreement  is  valid,  there  is,  as  between  these 
parties,  a  secret  which  ought  to  be  preserved ;  but  the 
bill  alleges  that  there  is  no  secret,  and  the  defence  that 
there  is  a  secret,  is  not  stated  by  way  of  plea,  which  jus- 
tifies a  partial  answer,  but  by  way  of  answer  joined  with 
a  demurrer,  and  it  is  a  demurrer  to  the  discovery,  with- 
out being  a  demurrer  to  the  relief;  a  demurrer,  as  Lord 
ThurUm  expressed  it,  not  to  the  thing  required,  but  to 
the  means  by  which  the  thing  is  to  be  obtained. 

There  are  circumstances,  in  which  the  Plaintiff,  though 

.not  entitled  to  the  whole  or  part  of  the  discovery  he 

,  3f^^  may  nevertheless  be  entided,  upon  evidence  to 

the  relief  sought  by  his  bill ;  but  cases  of  this  sort, 

must  be  cases  in  which  the  Defendant  is  exempted  from 

j,()  discovery. 
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18S8»  discovery,  by  the  recognised  rules  of  comrt,  ^hich  are 
not  applicable  in  the  present  case ;  and,  on  the  whole, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  this  demurrer  must  be  over-mled. 

Demurrer  oyer-mled. 


J^arch  26.  JACKSON  V.  NOBLE. 

Devise  and  fipHlS  was  a  bill  filed  by  Mary  Anne  Jackson  and 

freehold.  Others,    against  Mary  Ann  Nolfle  and  Edward 

^^^\?^^*  5^  i>s/iV,  praying  that  the  wills  of  David  Eussen,  George 

1000/.  stock,  William  Russen,  and  Jane  Russen^  might  be  established, 

C  ^Umet^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  *®  rights  of  the  parties  to  certain  property 

the  <<  said  last-  given  by  the  will  of  David  Sussen,  to  the  Defendant 

ft!»ehoM  and  ^^^  ^^^^  Noble^  might  be  declared,  and  that  conse- 

leasehold  raes-  quential  relief  might  be  given, 
suages,  tene- 
ments, estates, 

and  premises,"       Qn  the  29th  October  1813,  David  Russen  made  his 

and  the  lOOOiL 

upon  trust  for  will,  and  thereby,  after  giving  to  his  son,  George  William 

that  !<  was      ^^^^  certain  leasehold  estates  and  his  money  in  the 

not  interested  funds,  with  certain   exceptions,   gave  and   bequeathed 

holdst  wb?ch     ^  follows  :  —  "  And  I  do  hereby  give,  devise,  and  be- 

descended  to  queath,  all  those  my  freehold  estates,  situate  and  being 
the  customary  .     _.  _  ■»»r     ,         .      i  *.  ^  .      , 

heir.  m  Upton  Lane,  Westham,  m  the  county  of  Essex,  m  the 

Thetestator  possession   of   Mr.  Clark:     Also   my   freehold   estate 
gave  real  and    ^  .      ^  .       i        .        *. 

personal  estate  situate  in  Golden  Lane,  in  the  city  of  London,  in  the 

^^A.^llt'    possession  of  Mrs.  Snell  and  Mr.  Sandover :   Also  my 

to  two  other  moiety  or  half  part  of  my  copyhold  messuage  or  tene- 
persons,  upon 

trust,  to  per-  ment, 

mit  A.  to  receive  the  rents  and  interest  for  life,  for  her  separate  use,  and  after  her 
decease  in  trust  to  convey  to  her  heirs,  executors,  &c.:  but,  in  case  A*  should 
marry,  and  have  no  children,  then  the  property  to  belong  to  D, ;  or  in  case  of  his 
decease  before  A,y  then  to  his  children :  Held,  that  A.  took  aii  absolute  equitable 
estate,  with  an  executory  gift  over,  to  D.  and  bis  children,  and  D.  having  died  in 
the  lifetime  of  A,y  leaving  no  children :  Held,  that  A.  was  absolutely  entitled  to 
the  property.  ] 
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ment,  garden  and  premises,  situate  at  Westham^  in  the  1858. 
county  of  Essex^  in  the  possession  of  Mr.  Stuart^  and 
which  said  estate  I  have  surrendered  to  the  use^of  this  kny 
will :  Also  my  leasehold  estate,  situate  and  being  in  Philip 
Lanej  in  the  city  of  Londany  in  the  possession  of  Mr. 
Thomson  ;  and  1000/.  3  per  cent,  stock  unto  my  daughter 
Mary  Ann  Bussen^  and  Mattkem  Peter  DavieSj  of  Saint 
Martin's  Le  Grandy  and  George  WiUiam  Bmsen^  of 
Aldersgate  Street,  Gentleman,  their  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  said 
last  mentioned  freehold  and  leasehold  messuages,  tene- 
ments, estates,  and  premises,  with  their  several  and 
respective  appurtenances,  and  the  aforesaid  1000/.  stock, 
unto  my  said  daughter  Maty  Ann  Russen,  the  said 
Matthew  Peter  Davies,  and  George  WiUiam  Bussen, 
their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for 
and  according  to  my  several  estates,  right,  interest,  and 
term  of  years  therein  respectively.  In  trust  to  permit 
and  suffer  my  said  daughter,  M  A.  Eussen,  and  her 
assigns,  to  receive  and  take  the  interest  and  dividends 
of  the  said  1000/.  stock,  and  the  rents,  issues,  and 
profits  of  the  said  several  last  mentioned  estates,  for  and 
during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  to  and  for  her  own 
separate,  personal,  and  peculiar  use  and  benefit,  inde- 
pendent of  any  husband,  with  whom  my  said  daughter 
shall  or  may  at  any  time  or  times  hereafter  intermarry; 
and  not  be  subject  to  his  or  their  debts,  powers,  con- 
trol, engagement,  or  intermeddling ;  and  for  which  her 
receipts  alone  shall  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times 
hereafter,  be  full,  good,  and  suflScient  discharges,  not- 
withstanding any  such  coverture,  in  such  and  the  like 
manner  as  if  she  had  continued  a  feme  sole  and  un«< 
married,  and  that  to  all  intents'  and  purposes  whatso- 
ever. And  from  and  afler  the  decease  of  my  said 
daughter,  in  trust  to  convey  and  assign  the  said  several 
last  mentioned  freehold  and  leasehold  estates,  and  the 

said 
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1SS8.  said  1000/.  stock,  unto  the  heirs,  execators,  and  assigns 
of  my  said  daughter,  for  and  according  to  all  my  estate 
and  right  therein  respectively.  Nevertheless,  in  case 
my  said  daughter  shall  intermarry  and  have  no  child  or 
children,  then  the  said  estates  and  money  in  the  funds 
shall  belong  to  my  son  George  William  Bussen;  or  in 
case  of  his  decease  before  my  said  daughter,  then  to 
such  child  or  children  as  he  may  happen  to  have;** 
and  after  enabling  his  daughter  to  grant  leases  of  the 
freehold  and  leasehold  estates  so  given  to  her,  and  giving 
certain  other  legacies,  he  gave  all  the  residue  of  his 
estate  to  his  son  George  William  Bussen, 

By  a  codicil,  the  testator  gave  to  his  daughter,  Mioy 
Ann  Susseny  a  further  sum  of  10002.  S  per  cent  reduced 
annuities,  subject  to  the  like  terms  and  conditions  as 
before  mentioned  and  described  in  his  will. 

The  testator  died  on  the  6th  o(  February  1819.  He 
left  his  son  George  William  Bussen  his  heir  at  law  and 
customary  heir,  and  his  daughter  Maty  Ann  Bussen 
surviving.  The  son  George  William  Bussen  proved  the 
will,  and  became  legal  personal  representative. 

On  the  28th  day  of  November  1890,  an  indenture  of 
diat  date,  and  made  between  Maty  Ann  Bussen  of  the 
one  part,  and  George  William  Bussen  of  the  other  part, 
was  executed ;  and,  thereby,  after  stating  the  will  and 
codicil,  and  the  death  of  the  testator  and  probate  of  the 
will,  it  was  recited  that  a  messuage  in  Golden  Lane^  late  in 
the  occupation  of  Mrs.  Snell^  being  part  of  the  heredita- 
ments devised  by  the  will,,  having  been  condemned  as 
ruinous,  had  been  pulled  down  and  rebuilt.  And  that, 
in  order  to  pay  for  the  rebuilding  thereof,  Mary  Ann 
Bussen  had  proposed  and  agreed  that  the  1000/.  re- 
duced annuities  given  by  the  codicil  should  be  sold,  and 

for 
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for  securing  the  replacing  thereof,  she  agreed  to  assign 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  freehold  Und  leasehold 
estates,  and  the  dividends  of  the  stock  given  to  her  by 
the  will,  to  6.  W.  Bussen  on  the  trust  after  mentioned. 
It  was  witnessed  that  she  made  such  assignment,  on 
trust  that  George  William  Bussen  should,  out  of  the 
rents,  dividends,  and  annual  produce  thereby  assigned, 
effect  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  life  of  Mofy  Ann 
Bussen  for  the  sum  of  1000/.,  and  apply  the  money  to 
be  recovered  on  the  policy,  and  the  residue  of  the  rents 
and  income,  if  he  should  think  proper,  in  replacing  the 
sum  of  1000/.  3  per  cent,  reduced  annuities,  on  the 
trusts  of  the  will  and  codicil ;  and  subject  to  the  trusts 
thereby  declared,  George  William  Bussen  was  to  stand 
possessed  of  the  trust  monies  aud  premises,  on  trust  for 
Mary  Ann  Bussen^  according  to  the  terms  and  conditions 
of  the  will  and  codicil ;  and  by  the  same  deed  Maty 
Ann  Bussen  covenanted,  that  she  would  permit,  and  if 
necessary,  join  in  selling  the  1000/.  S  per  cent,  reduced 
annuities,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  for  rebuilding  the 
messuage  pulled  down ;  and  that  she  would,  on  demand, 
replace  the  annuities  in  the  name  of  George  William 
Bussen^  or  in  the  name  of  his  executor. 

George  William  Bussen  did  not  effect  a  policy  on  the 
whole  life  of  his  sister  Mary  Ann  Bussen^  but  for  seven 
years  only. 

He  died  without  issue,  having  made  a  will,  dated  the 
28th  February  18S3,  by  the  recital  of  which  he  shewed, 
that  he  considered  himself  interested  in  the  property 
given  to  his  sister  by  his  father's  will ;  and  he  made 
a  general  gift  of  his  own  property  to  his  wife,  under 
whom  the  Plaintiffs  claim  to  be  entitled. 

Vol.  II.  B  r  Mary 
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1888.  Mcay  Aim  Bmsen  marriedy  and  was  now  the  Defieod- 

ant  Moiy  Ann  Ndble^  but  she  had  no  child,  and  oa 
behalf  of  the  Plaintifi  it  was  contended, 

1st,  That  Maty  Ann  Noble  took  a  life  interest  only 
in  the  freehold  and  leasehold  estates,  and  the  two  sums 
of  stock  bequeathed  to  her  by  the  will  and  codicil  of 
David  Bmsen  ;  and  that  having  married,  and  having  no 
child,  George  William  Rusun  became,  and  those  who 
claim  under  him  now  were,  entitled  absolutely  to  those 
estates  and  stocks,  subject  only  to  the  life  estate  of  Mary 
Ann  Noikf  and  the  contingency  of  her  still  having  issue. 

2dly,  That  although  there  was  a  gift  of  the  copyhold, 
together  with  the  freehold  and  leasehold  estates  to  trus- 
tees, and  the  trusts  for  Mary  Ann  Bmsen  were  declared 
as  to  the  freeholds  and  leaseholds;  yet,  that  there  was 
no  such  declaration  of  trust  as  to  the  copyholds,  and 
consequently,  that  the  same  as  to  the  beneficial  interest 
therein  descended  to  George  William  Russen  as  cus- 
t(ftnary  heir. 

Sdly,  That  Mary  Ann  Noble  was  bound  by  her  cove* 
nant  to  replace  the  1000/.  5  per  cent  annuities,  and 
that  the  rents  of  the  freeholds  and  leaseholds  devised  to 
her,  ought  to  be  applied  for  that  purpose. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended  by  Mrs.  Nobles 

1st,  That  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the 
will,  she  took  an  absolute  interest  in  the  property  de« 
vised  and  bequeathed  to  her,  subject  only  to  an  execu- 
tory devise  over  in  the  event  oF  her  marrying  and 
having  no  child.  That  if  she  had  never  married,  she 
would  have  had  an  absolute  power  over  the  property. 

ITiat 
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That  in  the  event  of  her  marriage,  it  was  intended  to  18S8. 
protect  her  estate  from  her  husband ;  and  in  the  event 
of  her  having  no  child,  to  give  the  property  over  to  her 
brother  or  his  children  surviving  her ;  and  that  in  the 
event  which  has  happened,  of  her  brother  dying  in  her 
lifetime  without  children,  she  is  now  absolutely  entitled. 

2dly,  That  the  omission  of  the  word  << copyhold"  in 
the  habendum,  and  in  the  declaration  of  trust,  is  an 
accident  or  mistake,  against  which  the  Court  will  re- 
lieve; and  that  George  William  Bussen  by  his  will  and 
otherwise,  admitted  Mrs.  Noble  to  be  entitled  to  the 
copyholds  under  the  will  of  David  Busseru 

8dly.  That  the  1000/.  sought  to  be  replaced,  is  in 
fact  the  property  of  Mrs.  Noble;  that  if  it  were  not  so, 
George  William  Bussen  by  neglecting  to  effect  a  proper 
policy,  and  apply  the  rents  according  to  the  trusts  of 
the  deed  of  November  1820,  abandoned  his  claim  to  it 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  ElderUm^  for  the  Plaintifi. 

Mr.  Pemberlon  and  Mr.  Tumerj  conird. 

Mr.  Tinhe^i  in  reply. 

Brounker  v.  Bagot  (a),  Austen  v.  Taylor  (ft),  La/nn  v. 
Ashton  {c)j  and  Shelters  case{d),  were  cited. 

TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  first  question  is,  what  estate  is  given  to  Mrs. 
Noble?    Is  she  entitled  to  an  estate  for  life  only,  or  to 

an 

(a)  1  Men  271.  (e)  1  Ruu.  4*  My.  188. 

(A)  Ambler,  376.  (rf)  Coke's  Reports,  95. 
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18S8.  an  absolute  estate,  subject  to  be  defeated  by  a  con- 
tingent executory  gift  over?  If  the  former,  th^  PlakK 
tifis  are  entitled  to  the  claim,  which  they  have  made  in 
this  respect  If  the  latter,  it  is  to  be  considered,  whe« 
ther  the  event  on  which  the  executory  gift  ovei*  was  to 
take  efiect,  can  now  happen. 

It  is  admitted  on  both  sides,  that  Mrs.  Noble  has  an 
equitable  estate  for  life.  During  her  life  it  is  the  office 
of  the  trustees,  to  preserve  for  her,  the  separate  and  in- 
dependent use  of  the  income ;  after  her  decease  it  is 
the  office  of  the  trustees,  to  convey  and  assign  all  the 
testator's  interest  to  her  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
or  assigns.  It  is  not  the  case  of  an  equitabk  or  trost 
estate  for  life^  with  a  use  executed  in  the  heir,  npon  the 
death  of  the  tenant  for  life;  but  a  case,  m  whioh  the 
trustees  have  a  duty  to  pevform,  after,  as  well  as  before, 
the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life ;  and  in  which  the  duty 
after  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  is  clear  and  defined, 
neither  requiring  nor  admitting  of  any  modification. 
There  would,  on  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  be 
nothing  for  this  Court  to  do^  but  to  direct  the  convey- 
ance or  assignment  to  the  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 
trators or  assigns;  and  I  think  that  upon  the  con- 
struction of  this  part  of  the  will,  independently  of  the 
contingent  executory  gift  over,  there  is  an  equitable 
estate  for  life,  with  an  equitable  remainder  to  the  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns ;  and  ^that  Mrs. 
Nobk  has  an  absolute  estate,  subject  to  be  defeated  by  . 
the  executory  gift  over. 

And  if  this  be  so,  the  question  is,  whether  the  par- 
ticular event  on  which  the  vested  estate  was  to  be 
devested,  can  now  happen;  and  having  regard  to  the 
intention  of  the  testator,  and  the  words  in  which  the 
gift  over  is  expressed,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  gift  over 

was 
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was  to  take  effect,  only  in  the  event  of  Mrs.  NM^s  18S8. 
marrying  and  dying  without  issue,  in  the  lifetime  of  her 
brother,  or  of  such  child  or  children  as  he  might 
happen  to  leave ;  and  as  he  died  in  her  lifetime,  and 
.  had  no  child,  I  think  that  the  contingent  executory  gift 
cannot  take  effect,  and  that  the  estate  already  vested  in 
Mrs.  Noble  cannot  now  be  devested. 

With  respect  to  the  copyholds,  although  the  testator 
gave  them  to  the  trustees,  he  has  omitted  to  declare  any 
trust  of  them;  after  the  description  of  the  subjects  of  his 
devise  and  bequest  to  the  trustees,  no  further  mention 
is  made  of  copyholds.  'Even  in  the  habendum  to  the 
trustees,  he  speaks  only  of  the  freehold  and  leasehold 
estates,  and  in  the  direction  to  convey  and  assign  to  the 
heirs  and  executors  of  Mrs.  NobUy  and  in  the  power 
given  to  her  to  grant  leases,  he  confines  himself  to  the 
freehold  and  leasehold  estates;  and  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, I  think  that  I  cannot  consider  the  copy- 
holds as  comprised  in  the  trust,  {a)  The  testator, 
George  WUHam  Russen^  However,  under  whom  the 
Piaintifls  daim^  has  only  disposed  of  the  copyholds  after 
the  decease  of  Mrs.  NobUj  his  customary  heir,  but  sub- 
ject to  the  ri^i  which  descends  upon  her  as  customary 
heir,  the  Plainti£&  appear  to  me  to  be  entitled  to  the 
copyholds. 

The  decision  of  the  first  point,  disposes  of  the  ques- 
tion as  to  the  1000/.  S  per  cent  reduced  annuities, 
which  appear  to  me  to  belong  to  Mrs.  Noble. 

(a)  See  Stuhbi  v.  Sargon^  atUh^  p.  255.  affirmed  by  L.  C.  Jan,  51st, 
1838. 
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1838. 


March  16,  17. 


ROGERS  V.  SOUTTEN. 


An  executor 
denied  assets, 
but  his  answer 
disclosed  a 
personal  li- 
ability for  pay- 
ment of  tne 
Plaintiff's  le- 
gacies.   The 
Court  made 
an  order  for 
immediate 
payment, 
without  di- 
recting the 
accounts  to  be 
taken. 

A  testator 
became  bound 
to  the  parish 
for  the  sup- 
port of  an 
illegitimate 
child  of  his 
son,  and  he 
made  weekly 

kis  death 
Held,  that  he 
had  placed 
himself  in  loco 
parerUU,  and 
that  interest 
was  payable 
from  the  tes- 
tator's death, 
on  a  legacy 
given  by  him 
to  the  child, 
though  made 
payable  on 
attaining 
twenty-one. 


TT77LLIAM  BUCKLAND,  the  testator,  by  his 
^^  will,  dated  the  1st  of  March  1821,  "gave  and 
bequeathed  the  sum  of  50/.  each,  unto  the  two  illegiti- 
mate children  of  which  his  deceased  son  was  the  putative 
father ;"  and  he  gave  the  residue  and  remainder  of  his 
property  to  the  Defendant  Edward  Soutten^  and  ap- 
pointed him  his  executor. 

By  a  codicil  to  his  will,  dated  the  II th  of  August 
1821,  the  testator  "gave  unto  each  of  the  two  putative 
children  of  his  deceased  son  the  sum  of  50/.,  in  addition 
to  a  like  sum  given  to  them  by  his  said  will,  and  to  be 
paid  to  them  on  their  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years."  The  testator  died  in  1824,  and  the  Defendant 
afterwards  proved  his  will.  The  Plaintiff,  Susannah 
Sogers^  who  was  one  of  the  illegitimate  children  of  the 
testator's  son  referred  to  in  his  will  and  codicil,  attained 
her  age  of  twenty-one  years  in  March  1831 ;  and  this 
bill  was  filed  by  her,  to  obtain  payment  of  her  two 
legacies  of  50/.,  and  50/.  There  were  two  questions 
argued  at  the  bar;  first,  whether,  under  the  circum- 
stances stated  in  the  judgment  of  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  and  the  Defendant  having  denied  assets,  an 
order  for  payment  of  the  legacies  could  be  made  against 
the  Defendant,  without  having  the  accounts  of  the  tes- 
tator's estate  first  taken ;  and,  secondly,  from  what  time 
interest  was  payable  on  the  legacies. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  H.  W.  Busk^  for  the  Plaintiff, 
asked  for  an  order  for  immediate  payment  of  the  legacies, 
without  exposing  the  Plaintiff  to  the  delay  which  would 
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arise  from  taking  the  accounts  before  the  Master.  They        18S8. 
contended  that^  although  there  was  no  admission  by  the 
executor  of  suflScient  assets,  yet  that  the  facts  stated  in 
the  answer  shewed  that  he  was  personally  liable  to  the 
Plaintiff  for  the  payment  of  her  legacies. 

They  contended  also,  that  the  testator  having  placed 
himself  in  loco  parentis  towards  the  Plaintiff,  interest 
was  payable  on  the  legacies  from  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Hilly  contra,  insisted  that  the 
accounts  of  the  testator's  estate  ought  to  be  taken  in  the 
Master's  oflSce  previous  to  any  order  being  made  for 
payment  to  the  Plaintiff.  That,  unless  there  was  a  clear 
admission  of  assets,  it  was  not  the  practice  of  the  Court 
to  make  any  order  for  payment  by  an  executor,  until 
the  preliminary  inquiries  had  been  completed. 

Secondly,  that  interest  was  payable  on  the  first  legacy 
from  one  year  from  the  testator's  death;  and  on  the 
second  from  the  time  of  the  legatee's  attaining  twenty* 
one. 

Weiheriy  v.  Dixon  (a)  and  £//»  v.  Ellis  (fi)  were  cited 
on  the  second  point. 

ITie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  bill  filed  for  the  payment  of  two  legacies  of 
50/.  each,  given  by  the  will  and  codicil  of  William  Buck- 
landj  and  dated  respectively  the  1st  oi  March  1821  and 
the  11th  ot  August  1821 ;  one  legacy  of  502.  was  given 
by  the  will  and  50/.  was  given  by  the  codicil,  in  addi- 
tion 

(a)  19  Ves.  407.    S.  C.  Coop.  279.  (b)  1  Seh.  4*  Le/.  5. 
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I8S8.  tion  to  the  50/.  bequeathed  by  the  will ;  and  it  is  pay- 
able to  the  legatee  on  her  attaining  twen^-one.  There 
were  two  questions  raised  in  this  case :  first,  whether 
the  Defendant  is,  at  this  time,  liable  to  an  order  for 
payment  of  the  legacies,  he  having,  by  his  answer,  in 
terms,  denied  assets.  Now  it  is  true,  that  ordinarily, 
when  a  Defendant  denies  assets,  the  Court  directs  the  ac- 
counts to  be  taken  ;  but  it  does  not  follow  that  accounts 
are  directed  to  be  taken  in  those  cases  where,  with  the 
denial  of  assets,  the  answer  discloses  circumstances 
which  shew  a  personal  liability  for  what  is  asked.  The 
question  is,  whether  such  circumstances  exist  in  the 
present  case.  The  testator,  having  given  certa^  lega* 
cies  by  his  will,  gives  to  the  Defendant,  his  executor, 
the  residue  of  his  personal  and  all  his  real  estate*  After 
the  death  of  the  testator,  his  will  was  disputed,  and  the 
Defendant  then  thought  right,  to  enter  into  an  agree- 
ment with  the  relations  of  the  testator,  who  were  dis- 
puting the  will,  for  a  compromise,  which  was  of  this 
nature:  —  That  they  should  leave  the  Defendant  in 
undisputed  possession  of,  and  with  an  unimpeachable 
title  to  the  real  estates ;  and  that  the  Defendant  should 
give  to  them  all  the  personal  estate,  which  is  stated  to 
have  amounted  to  the  sum  of  2500/. ;  thb  they  received, 
and  the  Defendant  was  left  in  possession,  with  a  con- 
firmed tide  to  the  real  estates.  Now  the  personal 
estate  was  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  testator's 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  his  debts  and 
legacies.  The  Defendant  dealt  with  it  as  his  own,  for 
the  purpose  of  procuring  for  himself,  an  indefeasible 
title  to  the  real  estate ;  but  he  could  not  thereby  deprive 
the  Plaintiff,  or  any  person  entitled,  of  any  benefit  or 
claim  on  the  personal  estate. .  It  was,  however,  in  1826- 
when  the  Defecdant  thus,  used  the  personal  estate  as  his 
own,  for  his  own  advantage,  undertaking  to  pay  the 
debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  but,  as  it 

is 
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is  said,  not  the  legacies :  the  transaction,  however,  took 
place  under  circumstances  which  could  not,  by  pos^ 
sibility,  defeat  the  claims  of  the  legatees.  v. 

SO0TTEM. 

After  this,  he  being  in  possession  of  the  real  estate, 
is  called  on  for  payment  of  legacy  duty,  which  he  pays 
even  on  the  legacies  in  question ;  in  the  year  18S0,  and 
at  various  times,  he  pays  the  other  legacies,  and  makes 
a  compromise  with  another  legatee,  who  was  in  the 
same  situation  as  the  present  Plaintiff.  After  the  lapse 
of  some  years,  he  is  called  upon  for  an  account,  and 
he  renders  one ;  and  he  says  the  debts  are  so  much, 
and  the  personal  estate  so  much,  leaving  a  large  balance 
more  than  snfBcient  to  pay  the  Plaintiff:  he  does  not 
however  pay,  because  he  says  he  has  no  assets ;  and 
fortfiiis  feaaon,  because  he  has  given  them  to  other 
persons,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  real  estates. 
He-has  truly  denied,  by  his  answer,  that  he  has  assets, 
for'be  has  given  them  to  other  persons  for  the  purposes 
I  have  stated.  The  question  is,  if  this  is  such  a  denial 
of  assets  as  to  entitle  the  Defendant  to  have  an  account 
xakttk  of  the  t^stator^s  estate ;  and  I  am*  dearly  of  opi- 
nion that:  be  has  precluded  himself  from  any  title  to  an 
'  account  in  ibis  respect. 


The  next  question  is,  from  what  time  interest  is  pay- 
able on  the  legacies.  If  there  are  no  peculiar  circum- 
stances, interest  is  payable  from  the  expiration  of  one 
year  from  the  death  of  the  testator.  As  to  the  second 
legacy,  it  was  to  be  paid  in  addition  to  a  like  sum  whidi 
is  given  by  the  will. 

It  is  said  that  the  testator  stood  m  loco  parentis^  tft 
has  assumed  an  obligation  for  maintaining  the  Plaintiff. 
I  do  not  recollect  any  case  in  which  the  drcumstiancea 
of  the  present  have  occurred.    The  son  of  the  testator 

a  very 
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1888.  a  very  young  many  who  died  soon  after,  at  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  became  the  fiuher  of  the  Flaintifl^ 
in  consequence  of  which  he  was  bound  to  indemnify  the 
parish  from  any  liability.  He  was  not  able  to  do  it; 
and  the  testator,  his  father,  stepped  forward,  and  en- 
tered into  a  bond  to  muntain  the  child,  and  pay  Sj;  a 
week ;  and  this  obligation  he  seems  to  have  performed 
during  hb  life,  with  small  exceptions.  There  were  some 
arrears  at  his  death,  which  were  paid  by  the  Defendant. 

The  testator,  thus  yolnntarily  assumed  a  duty,  for  the 
sake  of  relieving  hb  son,  the  effect  of  which  was  to  coo* 
tribute  so  much  for  the  Plaintiff's  maintenance ;  and  this 
was  performed  till  his  death ;  previous  to  his  death,  be 
had  assumed  the  situation  of  one  in  loco  parentis;  and 
with  this  obligation  pressing  on  him,  he  makes  this  pro- 
vision for  the  children.  The  question  is,  whether  this 
is  not  sufficient  to  extend  the  payment  of  interest  on  the 
legacies  from  one  year  after  his  death  to  the  testator's 
death. 

On  the  whole,  I  think  there  is  sufficient  to  say,  that 
interest  ought  to  be  paid  from  the  death  of  the  testator ; 
therefore,  let  the  interest  be  computed,  and  an  order  be 
made  for  the  payment  of  the  legacies,  with  interest, 
together  with  the  costs  of  the  suit. 
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SMETHURST  v.  LONGWORTH.  "»'• 

JJ€C»  88« 

"OY  the  1  fr.4..  C.47.,  for  facilitating  the  payment  The  i  W.a. 
of  debts  out  of  real  estates,  it  is  enacted  by  the  empoweTthe 

eleventh  section,  that  where  any  suit  hath  been,  or  shall  Court,  even 
,      .      .         ,  .  n         .       n        1  <*^^^  the  benefit 

t>e  instituted  m  any  court  of  equity,  for  the  payment  of  of  the  infant 

any  debts  of  any  person  or  persons  deceased,  to  which  *^®"''  ^^  ^^^ 

\  a  mortgage  of 

their  heir  or  heirs,  devisee  or  devisees,  may  be  subject  his  real  estates 

or  liable,  and  such  court  of  equity  shall  decree  the  ^75,^*^^°' 
estates  liable  to  such  debts,  or  any  of  them  to  be  sold  cestoids  debts 
for  satisfaction  of  such  debt  or  debts,  and  by  reason  of  |^bie.'^ 
the  infancy  of  any  such  heir  or  heirs,  devisee  or  devisees, 
an  immediate  conveyance  thereof  cannot,  as  the  law  at 
present  stands,  be  compelled  in  every  such  case,  such 
court  shall  direct,  and,  if  necessary,  compel  such  infant 
or  infants  to  convey  such  estates  so  to  be  sold  (by  all 
proper  assurances  in  the  law),  to  the  purchaser  or  pur- 
chasers thereof,  and  in  such  manner  as  the  said  Court 
shall  think  proper  and  direct;  and  every  such  infant 
shall  make  such  conveyance  accordingly,  and  every  such 
conveyance  shall  be  as  valid  and  effectual  to  all  intents 
and  purposes,  as  if  such  person  or  persons  being  an 
infant  or  infants,  was  or  were  at  the  time  of  executing 
the  same,  of  the  full  age  of  twenty-one  years. 

It  had  been  ascertained  in  this  case,  that  the  personal 
estate  of  the  deceased  was  insufficient  for  the  payment 
of  his  debts  ^  and  an  order  had  been  made  by  the  Court, 
for  raising  the  deficiency  out  of  the  real  estate,  which 
had  descended  on  an  infant  heir. 

The  Master,  to  whom  the  matter  had  been  referred, 
reported,  that  it  would  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  infant, 

that 
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that  the  money  should  be  raised  by  a  mortgage ;  bat  he 
doubted,  whether  a  valid  mortgage  could  be  executed 
under  the  above  act. 

Mr.  Pembertofif  in  support  of  the  petition  to  confirm 
the  report. 

7^  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
act  did  not  authorise  a  mortgage;  observing  that  the 
words  sale  or  mortgage  would  naturally  have  occurred, 
if  the  Legislature  had  intended  to  authorise  a  mort- 
gage of  the  infant's  estate ;  and  his  Lordship  referred  it 
back  to  the  Master  to  inquire  what  portion  of  the  estate 
ought  to  be  sold. 


Dec.  9. 


EVANS  V.  EVANS. 


The  Defend-  rpHE  Defendant,  in  this  case,  made  defeult  in  ap- 
failedtoap-  pearing  at  the   hearing,   and   the   Plaintiff  took 

SearinK  the  ^^^nst  him,  such  decree  as  he  could  abide  by.  It  was 
Plaintiff  took  afterwards  discovered,  that  the  affidavit  of  service  of  the 
such  decree  as       ,  <^     i_         •   j  *.  •  i       •      •-.    r 

he  could  abide  subpcma  to  hear  judgment,  was  irregular  m  its  form, 

by.    It  after-    which  prevented  the  decree  beinir  drawn  up. 
wards  turned  or 

out,  that  the 

affidavit,  of  jj^^^  j^  ^^^  moved  to  reinstate  the  cause,  allqrinir 

service  of  the  ^  -^       -^  "o 

iubpcena  to      that  the  officers  of  the  Court  entertained  great  doubts 

ww'^ief^ve^*  as  to  what  course  ought  to  be  pursued  in  such  a  case. 

the  Court  re- 

statethecause,       ^^  MASTER  of  the  RoLLS  refused  to  make  any  order, 

suggesting  that  statinff,  that  the  proper  way  would  be  to  set  down  the 

the  proper  *      .  ,      ,  r    .      ..  ,   .    . 

mode  was  to    cause  ^gain  at  the  bottom  of  the  list;  and  bring  it  on 

set  it  down      aimin  in  the  nsual  way. 
again  at  the        ^  ^ 

bottom  of  the  list. 
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PARSONS  V.  ROBERTSON.  iVbt'S. 

N  thb  case  the  bill  was  filed  for  the  specific  per-  TheDefend- 
formance  of  aii  agreement  entered  into  by  the  De-  g^er^admitted 

fendants  to  take  a  lease.    The  Defendants,  by  their  that  be  had  in 

i.ii.«i.  t»      his  possession 

answer,  admitted  havmg  m  their  possession  a  case  for  certain  docu- 

the  opinion  of  counsel,  and  the  letters,  and  copies  of  menu  relating 
-  1.1  111  1    .  *       .,    to  the  matters 

letters,  stated  in  the  schedule  to  their  answer,  which  in  question, 

related  to  the  matters  in  the  bill  mentioned,  "however  but  he  stated 
,_-,  .,,         1         ^         .,  that  several  of 

the  Defendants  said,  that  the  aforesaid  case  or  state-  them  were  pri- 

ment  for  the  opinion  of  counsel,   was  prepared  and  pi^^^ffh^* 

submitted  to  counsel  in  contemplation  of,  or  with  re*  ing  moved  for 

ference  to,  or  in  the  course  of  the  suit,  and  that  several  {ion^of  a"uhe 

of  such  letters,  and  copies  of  letters,  were  written  sub-  document^ 

sequent  to  the  institution  of  the  suit;  and  they  therefore  mitted  an 

submitted,  that  ihey  ought  not  to  be  compelled  to  pro-  affidavit  to  be 

duce  such  case  or  statement,  or  any  of  such  last- men-  part  of  the 

tioned  letters,  or  copies  of  letters,"  &c.  s^cifyU^ 

which  of  them 

Mr.  Rogers  now  moved  for  the  production  of  all  the  yiieged/' 

letters  and  documents  stated  in  the  schedule. 

Mr.  HayieTi  corUra^  resisted  the  production  of  the 
case  and  opinion,  and  the  letters  written  by  the  Defend- 
ants to  their  solicitor  subsequent  to  the  institution  of 
the  suit;  and  he  read  an  affidavit,  specifying  which  of 
the  letters  came  within  that  class. 


Mr.  Sogers  opposed  the  reading  of  the  affidavit,  con- 
tending it  was  quite  novel  to  permit  a  Defendant  to 
explain  his  answer  by  an  affidavit;  but 

Tie  Mastbr  of  tie  Roixs  said  it  was  not  novel,  <mq 
such  a  motion,  to  introduce  by  affidavit  something  as 

a  defence 
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a  defence  against  the  order  for  the  production  of 
papers ;  and  that  the  Defendants  must  not  be  depriFed 
of  the  benefit  of  their  protection  by  an  accidental  slip  in 
their  answer;  he  therefore  ordered  the  production  of 
all  the  documents  except  the  case  and  opinion,  and  the 
letters  of  the  Defendant  to  his  solicitors,  specified  in 
the  aflSdavit  to  have  been  written  subsequent  to  the 
institution  of  the  suit. 

See  Hv^s  v.  BidMpk,  4  Bus*.  190. 


1838. 
May  10. 

An  order  to 
sue  infornid 
^wperis,  is 
ineffectual 
until  served ; 
and  the  party 
obtaining  it 
waB  held  on 
that  ground 
liable  to  pay 
divet  costs. 


M 


BALLARD  v.  CATLING. 

R.  W.  C.  L.  KEENEj  on  a  former  day,  moved  to 
dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution. 


Mr.  Chiltyj  for  the  Plaintifi^,  undertook  to  speed, 
and  as  a  defence  against  the  costs,  he  stated  that  the 
Plaintiff*  had  obtained  an  order  to  sue  in  Jbrmd  pauperis. 
This  point  being  contested,  the  case  stood  over,  and 
on  inquiry  it  was  afterwards  found  that  the  order  had 
not  been  served. 


Mr.  W.  C.  L.  Keency  on  this  day,  applied  for  the  costs 
of  the  motion,  on  the  ground  that  the  order  obtained  ex 
parte  was  a  nullity  until  served. 


27ie  Master  of  the  Rolls  on  that  ground,  held  that 
the  Defendant  was  entitled  to  the  costs. 
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CANE  V.  MARTIN.  -»%  S4. 

rilHIS  bill  had  been  filed  previous  to  the  orders  of  A  suit  was 
'^    of  18S7  coining  into  operation,   but  no  special  preriousto 

order  on  merits  had  been  made  therein.  *^«  orders  of 

1837.    A  De- 
fendaDt  after- 
One  of  the  Defendants  had  lately  filed  a  demurrer  to  7"^  ^'«*  •  ^ 

^  deimirrer)  aod 

the  bill,  and  set  it  down  at  the  Rolls.  set  it  down  at 

the  Rolls: 
Held,  that  the 
Mr.  JElderion^  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  now  moved  Orders  of 

to  discharge  that  order  for  irregularity,  and  to  take  the  Lye  ^  the^^ 

demurrer  off  the  file,  contending,  that  if  the  demurrer  Flaiotiffsuch 

were  heard  at  the  Rolls,  it  would  prevent  the  Phiintiff  fe^ng  his 

setting  down  his  cause  to  be  heard  before  the  Vice-  Court,  m  to 

render  the 
Chancellor;  and  that  it  was  not  intended  by  the  new  proceedings  of 

orders  to  take  away  from  the  Plaintiff  his  right  of  elect-  £e^U"**"'^ 

ing.     That  the  Defendant  ought,   therefore,   to  have 

applied  to  the  Plaintiff,  to  elect  in  which  Court  he  would 

have  his  cause  heard ;  and  in  default,  the  Defendant 

might  have  then  applied  to  the  Court. 

Mr.  Pewbertofij  for  the  Defendant,  was  not  called 
on  by 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  who  said  he  did  not  see 
any  reason  for  discharging  the  order;  the  case  was  the 
same  as  before  the  new  orders  came  into  operation, 
when  the  Defendant  might  set  down  the  demurrer  ia 
whichever  Court  he  pleased.  The  new  orders  did  not 
affect  that  right;  but  merely  ordered,  that  when  the  case 
had  been  once  heard  on  demurrer,  or  on  the  merits, 
a  party  should  not  afterwards  be  at  liberty  to  carry 
the  cause  to  another  Judge,  who  was  unacquainted  with 
the  circumstances  of  the  case. 
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1888« 

AprU  19.  WHITFIED  V.  PRICKETT. 

Held  that  a      TX  appeared  that  the  testator  bequeathed  a  sum  of 

bequest,  sub-      1       , 

jecttoaclause         1700/.  long  annuities  to  trustees,  m  trust  to  pay  the 

of  forfeiture,     interest  to  the  testator's  nephews  and  nieces  in  certain 

in  case  the  ^ 

legatee  should  proportions  during  their  natural  lives,  with  benefit  of 

diam^^ell  survivorship,  and  the  testator  by  his  will  declared  as 

or  expose  to  follows :  —  "  That  the  respective  half  yearly  payments 

or  incumber,  of  the  said  annuities,  should  from  time  to  time  be  made^ 

was  not  for-  j^^^j  ^jjg  hands   of  his  said  nephews  and  nieces  re- 

felted  by  the  ,    i        ,.  .                          .              .          .       t^ 

bankruptcy  of  spectively,  and  that  their  own  respective  receipts,  should 

the  legatee.  y^  ^  discharge  to  his  said  trustees  for  the  same ;  and 
that  his  said  nephews  and  nieces,  should  not  have  power 
to  mortgage,  charge,  sell,  or  expose  to  sale,  assign,  or 
incumber  their  respective  portions  of  the  said  annuities, 
or  any  of  the  half  yearly  payments  thereof  respectively ; 
nor  to  direct  the  payment  thereof  to  any  other  person, 
nor  to  give  any  receipt  or  discharge  for  the  same  by 
anticipation,  or  before  the  payment  for  which  such  re- 
ceipt or  discharge  should  be  given  should  have  accrued 
due ;  and  in  case  any  or  either  of  them,  his  said  nephews 
or  nieces,  should  morigage,  charge,  sell,  or  expose  to  sale, 
assign,  or  incumber  the  annuity,  share,  or  other  interest 
accruing  to  him,  her,  or  them  respectively,  by  virtue  of 
his  said  will  or  the  trust  therein  declared,  or  any  of  the 
half  yearly  payments  thereof;  or  direct  the  payment  to 
any  other  person,  or  give  any  receipt  for  the  same  by 
anticipation,  before  the  payment  for  which  such  receipt 
was  given  should  have  accrued  due ;  then  the  said  testator 
directed,  that  the  annuity,  share,  and  interest  therein- 
before given  to  or  in  trust  for  such  of  them  as  should 
act  contrary  to  the  direction  therein-before  contained, 
should  from  thenceforth  cease  and  be  no  longer  payable 

to 
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to  him,  her,  or  them;  but  that  the  same  should  there-        1838. 
upon  and  thenceforth  be  payable  to  his,  her,  or  their     J^^^^^ 
child  or  children  respectively,  if  any  such  there  should  o. 

then  be,  or  to  his  nephews  and  nieces  and  their  children, 
in  such  manner,  shares,  and  proportions,  as  the  same 
would  then  be  payable  or  distributable,  if  the  annuitant 
or  annuitants  respectively  so  acting  were  then  dead ;  and 
he  gave,  bequeathed,  and  directed  the  same  to  be  held 
in  trust  accordingly. 

One  of  the  children  became  bankrupt,  and  the 
question  was,  whether  the  subsequent  dividends  were 
payable  to  his  assignees  or  to  the  other  legatees. 

Mr.  Spence  contended  that  the  life  interest  was  pay- 
able to  the  assignees  ;  he  cited  Lear  v.  Lcggett.  {a) 

Mr.  Uat/d^  for  the  other  legatees,  insisted  that  a 
forfeiture  had  been  committed,  and  that  the  gift  over 
had  taken  effect ;  he  cited  Cooper  v,  Wyatt.  (b) 

Mr.  Abraham  in  the  same  interest. 

TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls  held,  that  as  the  bank- 
ruptcy was  an  act  of  law,  and  not  a  voluntary  assign- 
ment by  the  legatee,  which  alone  was  contemplated  by 
the  will,  the  assignees  were  entitled. 

(a)  8  Sim,  479.    S.  C.  I  R.^         (b)  5  Madd.4S5t. 
Myl,  690. 
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•^'*- «f-  FISHER  V.  FISHER. 

Apru  6. 

A  testator  de-  riiHE  object  of  this  suit  was  to  have  a  declaration  of 
hold  custonN  ^^  rights  of  the  ps^rties  interested  under  the  will 

»Ty  freehold,  of  the  testator  Robert  Fisher  ;  and  the  princiM)  qoestioii 
copyhold,  and  .      ,  .  '       ,  .        ,  ,,  \ 
leasehold  e»-  1^  ^"^  cause  was,  m  what  order  the  assets  of  thc^  tes- 
tates for  the  ^j^jQj.  ^g,.g  iQ  ]yQ  applied  in  payment  of  his  debts. 

seven  child- 

Sve  Ws^le*  ^^^  ^^  ^^  *^  testator  waa  dated  the  lath  day  of 
mainingper-  January  1824,  and  thereby,  after  giving  certain  annui- 
A.  exonerated  ^^^^  ^  three  granddaughters,  the  testator  devised  his 
from  his  debu;  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditamepts,  wherein 
Glared  that  his  he  had  any  estate  of  inheritance  as  of  freehold^  and 
freehold,  cus-  whether  freehold,  customary  freehold,  or  copyhold,  as 
hold,  and  co-  to  six  undivided  seventh  parts  thereof,  to  the  use  of  his 
Sdd  bTtTc  cJ^iWren,  Jabez,  Robert,  Joseph,  Roger,  Samuel,  and 
primary  fund,  Elizabeth,  as  tenants  in  commoA  in  fee ;  and  as  to  the 
leaseholds        remaining  seventh  part  thereof,  to  the  use  of  his  daugh* 

should  be  the   ter  Elizabeth,  in  trust  for  his  son  Josiah  for  his  life,  but 

secondary 

fund,  for  the    after  his  death  for  herself.     And  the  testator  empowered 

^^^^j^^^h  ^^*  executors,  notwithstanding  the  preceding  devises,  to 

one  of  the  sell  so  much  of  his  freehold,  customary  freehold,  and 

in  the^"^ta-  <^opyhold   messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  heredita- 

tor's  lifetime,  ments  as  they  should  deem  necessary  to  be  sold,  for 

share  lapsed:  payment,  not  only  of  the  costs  of  the  sale,  but  .also  of 

Held,  as  be-  hig  JQgt  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  charges 
tween  the  heir  -r  e» 

at  law,  and  the  and   expenses;    and   he  directed   that  the   money  so 

^e  A^and^^  raised  should  be  applied  in  payment  of  such  debts,  and 

the  residuary  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  accordingly ;  and  he 
devisees,  and  .  j_j 

legateeunder  provided 

the  will  of  the  testator,  that  the  share  intended  for  Joseph  of  the  freehold,  copyhold, 
and  leasehold  estate,  was'  to  be  applied  in  the  same  order  and  manner,  and  to  the 
same  extent,  as  if  Joseph  had  survived,  and  that  the  heir  and  next  of  kin  o^  Joseph, 
were  respectively  entitled  to  what  remained  after  such  application. 
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provided,  that  so  moch  of  the  money,  as  should  not  be  1838. 
wanted  for  fmying  bis  debts^  foneral  and  testamentary 
expenses,  and  costs  of  sale,  shoald'go  and  belong  to^ 
and  be  divided  amongst,  the  persons,  and  in  the  manner, 
and  for  the  respective  interests,  to  and  amongst  whom, 
and  in  and  for  which,  his  freehold,  customary  freehold^ 
and  copyhold  hereditaments  not  sold  as  aforesaid,  should 
go,  accrue,  belong,  and  be  divided  under  the  preceding 
devises  and  limitations ;  and  then  he  gave  his  leasehold 
estates  for  all  his  interest  therein,  as  to  six  seventh  parts 
thereof  to  his  children  Jabez^  Bobert,  Joiephj  Rogerj 
Samuel^  and  EUzabethf  in  equal  shares,  as  tenants  in 
common*  And  as  to  the  remaining  seventh  part  thereof, 
to  Eltzabetkf  subject  to  a  trust  for  Josiakj  daring  hia 
life.  The  testator  then  gave  to  his  daughter  Elizabeth^ 
absolutely,  all  his  ready  money,  securities,  goods,  chat> 
tels,  rights,  credits,  and  personal  estates  (except  bis 
leasehold  messuages,  chanfbers,  lands,  and  tenements)* 
freed,  exonerated,  and  discharged  of  and  from  his  debts 
and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses ;  and  he  after** 
wards  expressed  himself  as  follows :  —  **I  do  hereby 
sabject  and  charge  my  freehold,  customary  freehold^ 
and  copyhold  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  her&* 
ditaments,  as  the  primary  fund,  to  and  with  the  payment 
of  my  just  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses ; 
and  I  declare  that  my  said  leasehold  messuages,  lands,  te- 
nements, and  chambers,  shall  be  the  second  or  auxiliary 
fund,  for  the  payment  of  my  debts  and  funeral  and 
testamentary  expenses/' 

The  testator's  son  Jabez  having  died,  he  made  a 
codicil,  dated  the  4th  of  August  18S0,  and  thereby  gave 
to  his  daughter  Elizabeth  the  share  of  his  property, 
which  Jabezj  if  he  had  lived,  would  have  been  en« 
titled  to. 

Ss  2  The 
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1838.  The  son  Joseph  died  in  January  1835,  and  the  tes-* 

tator  died  in  the  month  of  June  next  following,  without 
having  made  any  further  alteration  of  his  will. 

The  consequence  was,  that  the  share  of  his  proper^ 
given  to  Joseph  lapsed,  and  his  share  of  the  freeholds 
and  copyholds  descended  to  the  testator's  heir  at  law,  or 
customary  heir,  and  his  share  of  the  leaseholds  to  the 
testator's  next  of  kin. 

It  was  argued  for  the  Plaintiff  and  others  of  the  de- 
visees under  the  will,  that  the  lapsed  share  of  Joseph 
was  the  fund  first  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  tes- 
tator's debts ;  that  the  law  exempted  the  devisees  and 
legatees,  who  were  objects  of  the  testator's  bounty,  at  the 
charge  of  the  heirs  and  next  of  kin,  who  were  not  objects 
of  his  bounty :  and  that  the  lapsed  share  must  exonerate 
the  shares  effectually  given.  It  was  contended,  by  those 
interested  in  the  lapsed  personal  estate,  that  the  de- 
scended real  estate  was  the  fund  first  applicable  to  the 
payment  of  debts;  and  the  parties  interested  in  the 
descended  real  estate  insisted  that  the  lapsed  share  of 
the  leasehold  should  be  first  applied. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended,  that  the  free- 
holds, customary  freeholds,  and  copyholds  ought  to  be 
first  applied  in  payment  of  the  debts,  and  funeral  and 
testamentary  expenses ;  and  that  no  part  of  the  lease- 
holds ought  to  be  so  applied,  if  the  freeholds  and  copy- 
holds were  sufficient;  and  that  nothing  had  lapsed  but 
the  share  of  the  surplus  of  the  real  estate  or  of  the  lease- 
holds, which  might  remain  after  payment  of  the  debts, 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  G.  L.  RusseU,  for  the  Plain- 
tiff, Roger  Fisher. 

Mr. 
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Mt.Bethellj  Mr.  L.  LaamdeSf  Mr.  Eoe,  and  Mr.^.       18S8. 
E.  SAarpcj  for  other  parties. 

The  cases  relied  od  were  GaUon  v.  Hancock  (a), 
Bamewell  v.  Lord  Cawdor  (i),  Donne  v.  Lewis  (c)) 
Jifilnes  V.  Slater  (i),  Williams  v.  Ca//(y  (<r),  Hafe  v. 
CiMr(g),  Waring  v.  Warrd(A),  Manning  v.  iS^poon^r.  (t) 

Mr.  PemberUm  in  reply. 

7%^  Master  ^  /Ae  Rolls,  after  stating  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  proceeded :  — 

Now,  upon  the  construction  of  this  will,  in  which  the 
testator  has  'expressly  exonerated  his  personal  estate 
(other  than  leasehold  lands  and  tenements)  from  the 
payment  of  debts ;  and  expressly  subjected  his  freehold, 
customary,  and  copyhold  estates  as  the  primary  fund; 
and  declared  his  leasehold  estates  to  be  the  secondary 
or  auxiliary  fund  for  the  payment  of  his  debts  and 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses ;  I  think,  that  the 
testator  must  be  considered  to  have  appropriated,  first 
his  freehold,  customary  freehold,  and  copyhold  estates ; 
and,  secondly,  his  leasehold  estates,  as  the  special  fund  for 
the  payment  of  his  debts,  and  funeral  and  testamentary 
expenses  :  that  Joseph^  if  he  had  lived,  would  only 
have  been  endtled  to  his  share  of  so  much  of  the  free- 
hold, customary  freehold,  and  copyhold  estates,  as  re* 
mained  after  payment  of  the  funeral  and  testamentary 
expenses  and  debts ;  or  in  the  event  of  the  whole  being 
insu£Bcient  for  that  purpose,  to  his  share  of  so  much  of 
the  leasehold  estate,  as  remained  after  payment  of  the 

debts, 

{a)  8  A(k.  4S4.  437.  450.  (e)  J  Ve».  545. 

(6)  S  Mad.  453.  Kg)  ^  ^ro.  C.  C.32Q. 

(c)  S  Bro.  C.  C.  857.  (A)  5  Vet.  670. 

id)  8  Ves.  895.  (t)  3  Fa.  114. 
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1 838.       debts,  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  remiuiilng 
^•^V^^     unsatisfied,  after  the  application  of  the  primary  ftind ; 
9.  and  that  nothing  has  lapsed,  but  the  shares  of  the 

FiiHXE.       respective  estates  which  Joseph  would   have  been  en- 
titled to. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  debts  and  funeral 
and  testamentary  expenses,  are  primarily  charged  upon, 
and  ought  to  be  borne  by,  the  freehold,  customary, 
and  copyhold  estates;  and  that  if  such  estates  be  more 
than  sufficient  for  full  payment  of  the  debts  and  funeral 
and  testamentary  expenses,  one  seventh  part  thereof,  in 
consequence  of  the  death  of  Joseph  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  said  testator,  is  undisposed  of  by  the  will,  and  has 
descended  to  the  testator's  heir  at  law,  and  customary 
or  copyhold  heir ;  and  that  if  the  freehold,  customary, 
and  copyhold  estates,  be  insufficient  for  payment  of  the 
debts,  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  the  defir 
ciency  is  to  be  raised  out  of  the  testator's  leasehold 
estate ;  and  that  one  seventh  part  of  the  leaseholds,  or 
of  the  surplus  thereof,  after  payment  of  such  deficiency, 
has  lapsed,  in  consequence  of  the  death  of  Joseph  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  and  is  undisposed  of  by  the 
will. 
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FERARD  V.  GRIFFIN.  Jim. 24. 26  so 

April  25. 

nPHE  object  of  this  suit  was  to  have  it  ascertained  Atcstetorgavc 
■*-    who  was  entitled  to  the  sum  of  10,000/.  3  per  cent.  3^^"^^^^^^ 
annuities,  set  apart  to  answer  an  annuity  of  SOO/.,  given  num  during 
by  the  will  otZachartah  Agace.  Sof"o 

nephews  150/L 
Zackariah  Agace,  the  tesutor  in  this  cause,  made  his  fivS^V^'tf 
will,  dated  the  8d  day  6(  Ntmrnber  1775 ;  and  thereby,  either  of  the 
after  bequeathing  certain  legacies,  expressed  himself  as  the  other  to 
follows :  —  "I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  brother  Jacob  in|J«pt the 
Agace  lOOOil;  I  give  and  bequeath  a  furthet  sain  to  andifthebro. 
my  brother  Jacob  Agace,  during  his  life,  800/.  per  an-  ^^^^^^^ 
num;  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  nephew  Zackariah  twonej[)hews 
AgacCj  during  his  natural  life,  ISO/,  per  annum ;  I  give  [hrhrother^" 
and  bequeath  to  my  nephew  Daniel  Agace,  during  his  ^^^  he  then 
natural  life,   1 50/.  per  annum ;   and  in  case  either  of  reason  why  he 

my  nephews  should  die,  the  other  to  inherit  the  whole  !®^  ®°'J^ "?. 
.  1   .*.  1^       I  -,      ,     M  ,.  .  .  interest  to  his 

800/;   and  if  my  brother  Jacob  Agave  dies   without  brother  and 

issue,  then  my  two  nephews  Zackariah  Agace  and  Daniel  ^^^^^^^* 

Agace  to  inherit  from  my  brother  Jacob  Agace.    I  also  theydiedwith- 

give  and  bequeath  to  my  aunt  Marif  Agace,  251.  per  moV^"m\ght 

annum;  I  also  give  and  bequeath  to  Mrs.  Temperance  go  to  his  three 

Cole  25L  per  annum.     These  last  legacies  are  only  for  tired  his  lega- 

life;  then  to  my  dear  wife.     The  reason  why  I  leave  JJ^j^^P.**^ 

only  the  interest  to  my  brother  Jacob  and  my  two  ne-  months,  and 

phews  fa,  that  if  they  die  without  issue,  the  money  may  H^^^^^^ 

go  to  my  relations,  to  be  divided  between  my  cousins  understood  I 

James  Legrew,   Mrs.  Susan  Godard,   widow   of  John  them  and 

Godard,  and  Mrs.  Esther  Privo,  wife  of  Mr.  Nicholas  their  heirs/' 

the  brother 
Sebire,  three  shares  equally  alike.     I  desire  also  my  and  nephews 

legatees  should  be  paid  within  the  twelve  months  after  f^su^'erHeJ^j' 

my  thatfUndertbe 
lAWy  the  bro* 
ther  took  an  annuity  for  life  only^  and  was  not  interested  in  the  fund  set  apart  to 
answer  the  annuity  of  500^ 

Ss  4 
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1888.  my  decease,  if  convenient,  or  as  soon  as  you  can.  It  is 
to  be  understood,  what  I  leave  is  to  them  and  their  heirs." 
And  after  bequeathing  other  legacies,  he  gave  the  re- 
sidue of  his  estate  to  his  wife. 

The  testator  died  in  March  1778,  and  his  will  was 
proved  by  his  brothers  Obadiah  and  Jaccb^  and  by  Peter 
WattiSf  his  widow  Marthoj  and  his  nephews  Zachariah 
and  Daniel. 

The  brother  Jacob  died  without  issue  in  March  1782» 
having  made  a  will,  whereby  he  gave  the  residue  of  his 
estate  to  his  widow  Esther ;  and.  he  appointed  her, 
together  with  his  nephews  Zachariah  and  Daniel,  and 
his  brother  Obadiah,  executrix  and  executors. 

Jacob  enjoyed  the  300/.  per  annum  given  to  him 
during  his  life.  After  his  death  it  was  enjoyed  by  his 
nephews  Zachariah  and  DanieL 

Martha,  the  widow  and  residuary  legatee  of  Zacha^ 
riah,  the  first  testator,  died  in  May  1786,  having  made 
a  will,  whereby  she  gave  the  residue  of  her  estate  to 
Daniel  Agace,  the  nephew,  and  she  appointed  him  and 
Peter  Wallis  her  executors. 

Esther,  the  residuary  legatee  of  Jac<A  Agace,  died 
sometime  after  the  8th  of  August  1803,  having  made  a 
will  of  that  date,  whereof  she  appointed  George  Legrand, 
and  the  Defendants  George  Wren  Legrand  and  JtJin 
Lepine  executors. 

Zachariah  Agace  the  younger  died  without  issue,  and 
after  his  death,  Daniel,  the  surviving  nephew,  enjoyed 
an  annuity  of  600/. ;  consisting  of  the  150/.  first  given  to 
himself,  the  300/.  a  year  first  given  to  Jacob,  and  the 
150/.  a  year  first  given  to  Zachariah  the  younger;  and 

Obadiah 
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Obadiah  Agace  and  Peter  Wattis  having  both  of  them        18S8. 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  Daniel^  he  became  the  sole  legal 
personhl  representative  of  Zachariahj  the  first  testator, 
of  Jacob  the  brother,  and  of  Martha^  the  residuary 
legatee. 

In  April  1828  Daniel  died  without  issue,  having 
made  a  will,  whereby  he  gave  the  residue  of  his  estate 
to  the  Plaintifi^,  and  appointed  the  Defendants  John 
Griffin^  Daniel  Ferardj  and  Andrew  Amos,  his  exe* 
cutors. 

The  Plaintiff,  therefore,  as  residuary  legatee  of  Da^ 
niely  who  was  residuary  legatee  of  Martha^  the  widow 
and  residuary  legatee  of  Zachariah^  the  first  testator, 
claims  to  be  entitled  to  the  residue  of  ZacharialCs  estate. 

And  the  Defendants  George  Wren  Legrand  and  John 
Lepine^  as  executors  of  Esther^  the  widow  and  residuary 
legatee  of  Jacobs  claim  to  be  entitled  to  the  residue  of 
JacoVs  estate. 

The  contest  related  to  the  title  to  the  sum  of  10,000/. 
S  per  cent,  consols,  set  apart  to  answer  the  annual  pay- 
ment of  300/.  made  to  Jacob  during  his  life ;  to  Zacha" 
riah  the  younger,  and  Daniel^  during  their  joint  lives, 
after  the  death  of  Jacob;  and  to  Daniel  alone,  after  the 
death  of  Zachariah  the  younger. 

The  Plaintiff  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  this  money  as 
part  of  the  residuary  estate  of  Zachariah^  the  first  tes- 
tator, or  in  part  of  the  residuary  estate  of  Daniel^  the 
nephew.  The  Defendants  Legrand  and  Lepine  claimed 
to  be  entitled  to  the  same  sum  as  part  of  the  residuary 
estate  of  Jacobf  on  the  ground,  that  according  to  the 
true  construction  of  the  will,  Jacob  was  entitled  ab- 
solutely 
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18S8.  solutely  to  a  capital  sum  sufficient  to  produce  SOO/.  a 
year,  and  not  merely  entitled  for  life  to  the  annual  sum 
of  3(M. ;  arguing  that  there  was  a  gift  for  life  to*  Jacob 
Agace^  with  an  implied  remainder  to  his  issue,  which 
was  equivalent  to  an  absolute  gift  of  personalty. 

It  will  be  seen  from  the  case  of  Lepine  v.  Ferard  (a), 
which  related  to  the  construction  of  the  will  of  the  tes^ 
tator,  the  20,000/.  was  claimed  by  the  representatives  of 
the  testator's  cousins,  James  Jjegreit^  &c.;  but  it  was 
held  first  by  Sir  «/.  Leach^  and  afterwards,  on  appeal, 
by  Lord  Broughflnij  that  the  gift  over  to  them  was  void, 
being  too  remote,  or  in  other  words,  that  it  was  a  gift 
after  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue.  In  that  case.  Lord 
Brougham^  in  delivering  judgment^  adverted  to  the  point 
raised,  —  he  said,  **  It  is  not  necessary  for  the  present 
purpose  to  decide,  and  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  De- 
fendants to  argue  the  question,  whether  the  nephews  took 
mere  life  estates,  or  whether  they  took  absolute  interests, 
although,  looking  to  the  wording  of  the  clause  in  which 
the  testator  assigns  the  reason  for  the  peculiar  form  of 
his  gift,  the  words  seem  to  import  a  general  failure  of 
issue,  and  strongly  favour  the  opinion  that  they  took 
absolute  interests/' 

Mr.  PembertoTif  Mr.  Temple^  and  Mr.  Siuart,  for  the 
Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Tinneyt   Mr.  CooiCj   and   Mr.  Paynter^  for  the 
Defendant  Lepine. 

Glover  v.  Strothqff'{b)j   Wilkinson  v.  South  (r),   Tissen 

V.  Tissen  (d),  Gatrfcr  v.  Cadhy  {e\  Trotter  v.  Os^wald  {g\ 

Massey 
{a)  2B.StM.  578.  (d)  1  P.  Wmi.  500. 

(d)  2  Bro.  a  C.  33.  (e)  Jacob^  346. 

(c)  7  T.  R.  SS5.  (g)  1  Co*,  317. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


619 


Maiseif  y.  Hudson  {a\  and  Doe  dem.  Ia/d€  v.  Lyde  (6)i 
were  cited. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question)  in  the  first  instance,  is  simply  a  ques* 
tion  of  construction ;  for  if  Jacob  was  entitled  to  a  life 
annuity,  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  fiind;  and  if 
Jacob  was  entitled  to  an  absolute  interest,  the  Defend- 
ants hegiHind  and  Lepine  would  be  entitled ;  though  in 
that  case  the  Plaintiff  insists  that  the  length  of  time 
which  has  elapsed  debars  them  from  making  their  title 
available. 


1838. 


April  S3. 


It  was  argued  for  the  Defendants,  that  the  words,  *^I 
give  and  bequeath  a  further  sum  to  my  brother  Jacob 
during  his  life^  900/.  per  annum,''  in  which  the  gift  to 
Jacob  was  expressed,  entitled  him  to  require  the  executors 
to  invest  on  proper  securities  a  suflBcient  sum  to  produce 
an  annual  sum  of  SCO/. ;  and  that  the  effect  of  the  same 
words,  and  other  words  contained  in  the  will,  is  the 
same  as  if  the  testator  had  first  bequeathed  such  prin- 
cipal sum  as  would  produce  an  annual  interest  of  900/. 
to  Jacob  for  his' life,  and  had  afterwards  enlarged  that 
limited  interest  in  the  principal  sum  to  an  absolute 
estate.  It  must  be  admitted  that  Jacob  was  entitled  to 
have  a  sufficient  part  of  the  testator's  estate  invested 
to  secure  the  due  payment  of  his  annuity ;  but  when  the 
testator,  afler  giving  1000/.  absolutely,  gives  a  further 
sum  to  Jacob  for  his  life,  and  describes  that  further  sum 
as  900/.  per  annum,  I  think  that  the  wbrds  only  im- 
port an  annuity  or  annual  sum  for  life,  and  that  their 
meaning,  or  legal  operation,  is  in  no  way  affected,  by  the 
mode  in  which  the  executors  were  bound  to  provide  for 

the 
(«}  fl  Mer.  130.  (^)  1  T.  R.  S9S. 
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1898.       the  secure  payment  of  the  annuity;  either  in  pursuance 
of  the  rules  established  by  this  Court,  or  for  the  pur- 
pose of  providing  for  other  interests,  given  to  other 
parties  by  the  will.     It  was  the  duty  of  the  executors, 
having  assets,  to  purchase  10,000/.  9  per  cent,  annuities, 
to  secure  the  annuity;  but  the  gift  to  Jacob  was  only  a 
gift  of  the  annual  sum  of  900/.  for  his  life,  and  how  that 
part  of  the  testator's  estate,  which  was  to  be  invested  to 
secure  payment  of  the  annuity,  was  intended  to  be  dis- 
posed of,  is  to  be  collected  from  other  parts  of  the  will. 
The  next  gifts  are  of  annuities  of  150/.  each  to  the  tes- 
tator's nephews  Zackariah  and  Daniel  for  life ;  and  to 
the  words  expressing  these  gifts,  the  testator  adds,  "  in 
case  either  of  my  nephews  should  die,  the  other  to  in- 
herit the  whole  900/.;"  and  it  may  be  observed,  that 
in  this  place  the  gifts  to  the  nephews,  being  of  annual 
sums  for  life  only,  and  there  being  no  words  here  used, 
which  can  in  any  way  affect  that  limited  interest,  the 
testator  would  seem  to  employ  the  word  "  inherit,"  to 
express  immediate  succession,  and  to  mean,  that  on  the 
death  of  either  nephew,  his  annuity  was  to  be  inherited 
by,  or  to  go  immediately  to  the  other.     The  testator 
then  proceeds :  *^  If  my  brother  Jacob  dies  without  issue, 
then  my  two  nephews  are  to  inherit  from  my  brother 
Jacob;**  and  I  think  it  probable,  that  in  this  case,  the 
word  ^*  inherit "  is  used  as  it  was  before,  to  express  im- 
mediate succession ;  and  the  effect  of  the  will,  up  to 
the  words  I  have  last  read,  if  unaffected  by  subsequent 
words,  would  appear  to  me  to  give  to  the  brother  Jacobs 
and  to  the  nephews  Zackariah  and  Daniel^  annuities  for 
life  of  900/.,  150/.,  and  150/.,  with  a  limitation  of  Ja^ 
cob\  annuity  to  Zackariah  and  Daniel  for  life,  if  Jacob 
should  die  without  issue  living  at  his  death.     The  tes- 
tator afterwards  says,  "  The  reason  why  I  leave  only 
the  interest  to  my  brother  Jacobs  and  my  two  nephews 
is,  that  if  they  die  without  issue,  the  money  may  go  to 

my 
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my  relations,  to  be  divided  between  my  cousins/'  This 
gift  over,  has  been  declared  to  be  too  remote ;  but  the 
words  in  which  it  is  expressed,  shew  that  in  the  pre- 
vious parts  of  the  will,  the  testator  had  only  intended  to 
give  an  interest  or  annuity  for  life;  and  although  the  word 
*^  money,''  used  in  this  place,  must  I  think  be  taken  to 
signify  the  money  invested  to  produce  the  annuities,  yet 
it  appears  clear,  that  no  gift  of  such  money  was  intended, 
or  made,  in  the  former  part  of  the  will,  except  as  there 
may  have  been  a  gift  of  it  by  implication,  to  the  issue 
of  Jacob. 


1838. 


From  the  words  *^  dying  without  issue,"  which  in 
this  clause,  are  used  with  reference  to  Zachariah  and 
Daniely  as  well  as  to  Jacobs  it  appears  that  the  testator 
intended  what  he  calls  '<  the  money,"  or  as  I  conceive, 
the  part  of  his  estate  invested  to  produce  the  annuity,  to 
go  to  the  issue  of  Zachariah  or  Daniel;  and  as  the  gift 
over  of  the  300/.  a  year,  after  the  death  o(  Jacob  without 
issue,  is  not  a  mere  gift  of  the  annuity  to  Zachariah  and 
Daniel  for  life,  but  is  followed  by  gifts  implied  and 
direct  of  the  principal  money,  of  which  the  annuity  was 
to  be  the  interest ;  the  question  as  to  the  remoteness  of 
the  gifts  to  Zachariah  and  Danielj  arises  upon  the  will, 
but  it  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  necessary  to  decide 
it  on  this  occasion.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  upon  the  true 
construction  of  this  will,  whether  the  gifts  to  Zachariah 
or  Daniel  were  too  remote  or  not,  Jacob  was  entitled  to 
a  life  interest  only  in  the  annual  sum  of  300/. ;  that  he 
was  not  entitled  to  any  interest  in  the  capital  sum,  which 
the  executors  invested  to  produce  the  annuity;  and 
that,  in  the  events  which  have  happened,  the  Plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  that  sum. 
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HEWITT  V.  Lord  DACRE. 

TN  this  case,  by  an  indenture  bearing  dote  the  Sd  o 
March  1799,  certain  funds  were  vested  in  trustees 
upon  trust  for  Jane  JVebb,  widow,  and  her  assigns  fiir 
life;  and  (rom  and  immediately  after  her  decease^  vpon 
this  further  trust,  —  that  the  trustees,  should  pay  and 
transfer  the  same  <*  unto,  between,  and  amongst  Bidard 
Webbj  Elizabeth  Welby  and  Jane  WM  the  daughter, 
Ann  FUtchety  Mary  WMf  and  Fanmf  Wdb,  at  aach 
time  and  times,  and  in  such  parts^  shaves,  and  pro* 
the  fund,  after  portions,  and  manners,  and  subject  to  sack  r^gulatkm 

therefrom  a      ^^''^  direetions  with  regard  to  the  settling  the  dares  of  the 

debt  due  to 
the  appointor, 
IS  an  invalid 
execution  of 
the  power  bo 
far  as  regards 
the  direction 
to  deduct. 


Aug.  7. 

A  power  of 
appointing  a 
fund  between 
A,  B.  and  C. 
is  well  exe- 
cuted by  an 
appointment 
between  A,  B. 
and  the  hus- 
band of  C ; 
but  an  ap- 
pointment to 
such  husband 
of  a  share  of 


said  Elisabeth  Webb,  Jane  Webb  the  daughter,  Jnn 
Fletcher,  Mary  Webb,  and  Fanny  WM,  or  the  share  of 
any  of  them,  in  trnst  for  their  respective  separate  use, 
independently  of  their  respective  husbands,  and  with, 
nnder,  and  subject  to  such  powers,  provisos,  oocdttioDs, 
A  power  to  and  other  restrictions  and  Kmitationa  over,  (such  limit- 
ations  over  being  for  the  benefit  of  some  or  one  of  them), 
and  with  or  without  power  of  revocation  and  new  ap^ 
poitttment,  as  the  said  Jane  Webb  the  widow,  at  any  time 
or  times,  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  writing  or  writings,  to 
be  by  her  sealed  and  delivered,  in  the  presence  of,  and 
to  be  attested  by,  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  or  by 

het 


appoint 
among  child- 
ren, "  sub- 
ject to  such 
regulations 
and  directions, 
with  regard  to 
the  settling 
the  shares  in 
trust  for  their 


separate  use, 

and  with, 

under,  and  subject  to  such  powers,  provisos,  conditions,  and  other  restrictions  and 

limitaddns  over  (such  limitations  over  being  for  the  benefit  of  some  or  one  of 

them),"  does  not  authorise  an  appointment  to  grandchildren. 

if.,  widow,  having  at  power  of  appointing  a  fund  amongst  her  children,  by  her 
will  appointed  shares  to  certain  of  her  children  for  life,  with  remainder  to  their 
children ;  and  in  case  any  of  her  children  died  in  her  lifetime,  she  gave  the  share 
to  his  or  her  issue;  and  in  case  there  should  be  no  issue,  the  survivors  of  A*i 
children  were  to  take :  Held,  that  the  appointment  to  the  grandchildren  was  void, 
but  that  the  alternative  gif^  over  to  the  surviving  children,  in  case  any  died  in  the 
testatrix's  lifetime  without  issue,  was  valid. 
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her  last  will  and  testameat  in  writings  or  any  codicil  1898. 
thereto,  to  be  by  her  signed  and  published,'  in  the 
presence  of  the  same  number  of  witnesses,  should 
direct^  lin^it^  appoint,  or  give  and  bequeath  the  same; 
and  in  de&ult  of  some  such  direction,  limitation,  ap- 
pointment, or  gift  or  bequest,  and  as  to  such  part  and  so 
much  of  the  said  moiety,  whereof  no  such  direction, 
limitation,  or  appointment  should  be  made  as  aforesaid, 
in  trust  that  the  trustees  should  pay  and  transfer  the 
same  trust  funds,  or  so  much  thereof  of  which  no  such 
direction  or  appointment  should  be  rnade^  unto,  between, 
or  amongst  the  said  Richard  Webb^  Elizabeth  Wehb^  Jane 
Webb  the  daughter,  Ann  Webb^  and  Fanny  Webb^  equally 
to  be  divided  amongst  them,  share  and  share  alike  as 
tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants. 

Before  the  date  of  the  will  of  Jane  Webb  the  widow, 
Jane  Webby  her  daughter,  became  the  wife  of  Samuel 
BobertSi  Mary  Webb  became  the  wife  of  the  Plaintiff 
Charles  Hewilt^  and  Defendant  Fanny  Webb  became  the 
wife  of  John  Bradley. 

Jane  Webb  the  widow,  by  her  will,  dated  the  SOth  of 
September  1826,  after  reciting  as  follows:  ^^  And  where- 
as, in  or  before  the  year  1820,  I  lent  and  advanced  to 
my  son-in-law  Charles  Hewitt  (meaning  thereby  the 
Plaintifi^  the  husband  of  Mary)  the  sum  of  500/.,  and 
he  is  indebted  to  me  in  that  sum,  upon  his  promissory 
note  payable  on  demand;  and  whereas  I  have  lately 
lent  unto  my  son-in-law  John  Bradley  (meaning  the 
husband  of  Fanny)  the  suia  of  S50/.,  and  he  is  indebted 
to  me  in  that  sum,  upon  his  promissory  note  payable  on 
demand :  and  whereas  my  son  Richard  Webb  haih,  at  my 
request,  also  lent  unto  the  said  John  Bradley  ih^  further 
sum  of  150/.,  upon  his  promissory  note,  payable  on  de« 

mand," — 
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mand,'' — she,  then  in  execution  of  her  power,  appointed 
the  trust  property,  and  proceeded  as  follows :  **  And 
I  also  give  and  bequeath  all  the  said  stock  so  standing 
in  my  own  name,  or  to  which  I  may  be  entitled  at  the 
time  of  my  decease,  together  with  the  said  debt  so  due 
and  owing  from  the  said  Charles  Hewiiij  and  the  said 
debt  so  due  and  owing  from  the  said  John  Bradley ^  unto 
my  son  Richard  Webb^  and  to  my  friend  Thomas  White^ 
in  trust  that  they  do  pay  unto  the  said  Charles  Hewitty 
as  the  husband  of  my  daughter  Mary^  one  sixth  part  of 
the  whole  thereof,  after  deducting  therefrom  the  said 
debt  of  500/*,  so  due  and  owing  from  the  said  Charles 
Hewitt  to  me  as  aforesaid,  it  being  my  intention  that 
the  said  500/.  be  deducted,  and  go  in  liquidation  and 
reduction  of  his  or  her  share  of  such  stock,  provided  the 
said  Charles  Hewitt  shall  not  repay  the  same  before  my 
decease;  and  I  direct,  upon  such  deduction  and  pay- 
ment, the  said  note  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled ; 
and  that  the  said  Richard  Webb  and  Thomas  White  do 
pay  unto  the  said  John  Bradley^  as  the  husband  of  my 
daughter  Frances  or  Fanny^  one  other  sixth  part  of  the 
same,  after  in  like  manner  deducting  therefrom  and 
thereout  the  said  debt  of  950/.  so  due  and  owing  from 
the  said  John  Bradley  to  me ;  and  after  paying,  retain- 
ing, and  satisfying  to  my  said  son  Richard  Webby  the 
said  debt  of  150/.  so  due.  and  owing  from  the  said  John 
Bradley  to  the  said  Richard  Webb^  provided  the  said 
John  Bradley  shall  not  pay  and  satisfy  the  said  two  debts 
,before  my  decease ;  and  that  thereupon,  the  said  two 
notes  be  delivered  up  and  cancelled ;  and  as  to  the  re- 
maining four  sixth  parts  thereof,  that  they  the  said 
Richard  Webb  and  Thomas  White^  do  transfer,  or  cause 
and  procure  to  be  transferred,  into  the  name  of  my  said 
son  Richard  Webb  one  of  such  sixth  parts  to  his  own 
sole  use  and  benefit,  which  I  hereby  give  and  bequeath 

unto 
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unto  him;  and  as  to  the  three  remaining  sixth  parts^  18S8. 
that  they  do  transfer  the  same,  or  cause  and  procure  to 
be  transferred,  and  retain  the  same  in  their  own  joint 
names  at  the  bank,  and  do  pay  the  dividends  arising 
therefrom  half  yearly,  into  the  hands  of  my  daughters, 
JBlizabM  Jane^  the  wife  of  Samuel  Roberts^  and  Anne^ 
the  wife  of  James  Fletcher^  during  the  lives  of  the  said 
Elizabeth  Jane  and  Annef  to  their  own  sole  and  separate 
use,'in  equal  shares,  share  and  share  alike : "  and  the 
testator  afterwards  directed,  that  *^  after  the  death  of 
either  of  her  said  daughters,  the  trustees  should  apply 
the  dividends,  or  the  share  of  such  of  her  daughters 
dying,  in  the  maintenance  and  education  of  such  child 
or  children  as  she  might  leave,  till  twenty-one ;  and 
then,  as  such  child  or  children  arrived  at  that  age,  to 
pay  or  transfer  the  principal  stock,  or  share  of  such  her 
daughter  so  dying,  to  and  amongst  her  children,  share 
and  share  alike ;  and  if  there  should  be  but  one,  to  such 
only  child;  and  if  there  should  be  no  child  who  should 
live  to  the  age  of  twenty-one,  nor  any  who  should  leave 
lawful  issue,  the  testatrix  gave  the  principal  stock  to 
such  of  her  own  children  as  should  be  then  living,  and 
the  issue  of  such  of  them  as  might  be  then  dead,  such 
issue  to  take  the  share  of  the  parent  only.  And  in  case 
any  of  the  testatrix's  said  children  should  happen  to  die 
before  her,  she  gave  the  share  of  him  or  her  so  dying, 
unto  his  or  her  lawful  issue,  each  taking  the  share  of  the 
parent  only ;  and  in  case  there  should  be  no  such  issue, 
the  survivors  or  survivor  of  the  testatrix's  own  children 
to  take." 

After  the  date  of  the  will,  and  in  the  life  of  the  tes- 
tatrix (namely,  in  July  ISSS)^  Ann  Fletcher  died^  leaving 
two  children,  who  were  parties  to  this  suit;  and  in  July 
18S5,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix,  Elizabeth  Webb 

Vol.  II.  Tt  died 
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18S8.  died  without  having  been  married,*  On  the  death  of 
the  testatrix,  in  1836,  several  questions  vrere  raised  as 
to  the  validity  of  the  appointment;  first,  whether  the 
appointments  to  the  husbands  of  the  testatrix's  daugh- 
ters, who  were  not  objects  of  the  power,  —  viz^  to 
Charles  Hewitt  and  John  Bradley^  were  valid  executions 
of  the  power  reserved  to  the  testatrix ;  and  if  the  direc- 
tion to  deduct  the  debts  invalidated  the  appointment. 
Whether  the  appointment  to  the  children  of  jhme 
Fletcher  was  a  good  execution  of  the  power  :  and  as  to 
the  share  intended  for  Elizabeth^  who  died  in  the  life- 
time of  the  testatrix,  without  having  been  married,  whe- 
ther it  had  been  efiectively  limited  over  by  the  will 
of  the  testatrix  to  her  surviving  children. 

Mr.  Tinnejff  Mr.  Pemberton^  and  Mr.  James  Busselly 
for  the  Plaintifls,  contended,  that  the  appointment  to  the 
husbands  was  a  substantial  and  valid  execution  of  the 
power :  that  if  the  appointment  had  been  made  directly 
to  the  wife,  th^  husband  would  have  been  entided 
thereto  in  his  marital  right  In  Bristaw  v.  Warde{a)^ 
a  father  having  a  power  to  appoint  to  his  children,  ap- 
pointed 1000/.  to  his  daughter,  in  trust  to  pay  the  divi- 
dends to  her  husband  for  life ;  and,  after  his  decease,  in 
trust  to  pay  the  dividends  to  the  daughter  for  her  life, 
in  case  she  should  survive  her  husband :  Lord  Sossbfn 
there  observed  (p.  349.),  that  *^  if  he  had  given  to  the 
wife  for  life,  and  in  case  the  husband  should  survive,  to 

the 
(a)  S  Fei.  jun.  3SS, 


*  The  following  pedigree  will  explain  the  state  of  the  family: 


TESTATRIX. 
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Richd.       EliBtk.  Webb       JuieBobatiL      Anneflcteher     Maxy  Hewitt     Taiuf 
di«dinl8S^  diedinl839L  Bndltr. 
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the  husband,  that  would  have  been  a  substantial  gift  to 
the  wife,  —  for  it  is  admitted  a  gift  ibr  life  is  sufficient. 
He  has  done  the  same  thing ;  for  the  husband  would  in 
that  case  in  point  of  law  have  taken  during  the  life  of 
the  wife :  the  insertion  of  the  name  of  the  husband,  prior 
to  that  of  the  wife,  is  doing  no  more  than  if  he  had 
given  to  the  wife  first.  The  intention,  therefore,  not 
being  to  illude,  but  to  give  in  effect  such  estate  as  a 
married  woman  could  take,  viz.,  for  die  benefit  of  the 
husband  as  long  as  the  coverture  should  ocMitinue,  it  is 
not  illusory :  and  Lord  Bosdyn  concluded  **  that  there 
was  no  defect  in  the  appointment  to  vitiate  the  whole.'' 

They  next  argued,  that  the  direction  to  deduct  the 
debt  of  Charles  Hewitt  from  the  one  sixth  of  the  trust- 
fund  was  void,  it  being  an  appointment,  in  efiect,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  testatrix's  estate,  which  the  power  did  not 
authorise ;  but  they  contended  that  such  direction  did 
not  vitiate  the  appointment,  which  remained  valid;  though 
the  condition  must  be  rejected.  In  Burleigh  v.  Pear- 
s(m{a)^  a  father  having  a  power  to  appoint  amongst  his 
children,  appointed  50/*  to  be  paid  to  Fitilay  who  had 
married  one  daughter,  *<  in  satisfaction  of  a  bond  of  50/. 
which  he  owed,  and  for  which  the  elder  son  was  joined 
in  security :  Lord  Hardwicke  said,  it  is  true  that  a  father 
having  such  a  power  cannot,  unless  he  has  a  power  to 
annex  a  condition,  restrain  a  child's  share  to  the  pay- 
ment of  a  particular  debt,  for  there  may  be  a  defence  to 
that  debt:"  but  then  he  added,  <<  Not  that  I  say  the 
Court  might  not  hold  the  execution  good,  and  the  con-^ 
dition  void." 

They  contended,  'dso^  that  the  appointment  to  the 
grandchildren  of  the  testatrix,  who  were  not  objects  of 
the  power,  was  void  {b) ;  and  that  as  to  the  share  given 

to 
(a)  I  Vei.  sen.  981.  {b)  See  cases,  9  Sug.  Paw.  973. 
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1838.  to  Elizabeth  Webbj  who  died  unmarried,  for  life,  that 
although  the  limitation  to  her  children  was  invalid,  yet 
that  the  direction  that  her  brothers  and  sisters  should 
take,  in  the  event  of  her  having  no  issue,  was  in  the 
nature  of  an  alternative  gift,  which  in  the  events  which 
had  happened  took  effect. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Bailey^  for  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Bradley f  argued  that  the  appointment  to  the  husbands 
was  good,  but  that  the  condition  was  bad ;  Alexander  ▼. 
Alexander  {a) :  and  that  as  to  the  limitation  over,  in 
the  event  of  any  of  the  children  of  the  testatrix  dying 
without  issue  in  her  lifetime,  it  was  an  appointment  with 
a  double  aspect;  and  although  void  as  to  the  grand- 
children, it  was  valid  as  to  the  gift  over  to  the  sur- 
viving children  who  were  objects  of  the  power;  Crompe 
V.  Barram.  (ft) 

Mr.  Bxjupelli  for  the  children  of  Ann  Fletcher^  argued, 

that  as  the  power  authorised  the  settlement  of  the  shares  of 

the  children,  the  appointment  to  the  grandchildren  was 

authorised.     In  Cavendish  v.  Cavendish  (c).  Lady  JStir- 

lington  devised  to  the  late  Duke  of  Devonshire  for  life, 

and,  after  his  decease,  to  the  use  of  his  children,  for  such 

estates,  and  in  such  shares  and  proportions,  and  subject 

to  such  powers,  provisions,  conditions,  restrictions,  and 

limitations  as  he,  by  deed  or  will  should  appoint ;  he  by 

will  devised  the  premises  to  the  younger  sons,  in  strict 

settlement ;  and  this  was  held  a  good  execution  of  the 

power.     In  MaUison  v.  Andrews  {d)^  a  power  was  given  ^ 

to  Vifeme  covert  to  dispose  by  deed  or  will  of  1300/.  to 

such  of  her  children,  in  such  manner  and  form,  and  to 

such  uses  and  purposes,  as  she  should  appoint:  she 

gave 

(a)  2  Vei.  sen.  640.  (c>  2  Bro.  C.  C.  25.  n. 

\h)  4  Vet.  681.  \d)  Ibid.  p«  27.  n. 
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gave  400/.  to  IL  absolutely ;  400/.  to  £.,  at  twenty-one ; 
and  500/.  to  P.,  that  is,  the  interest  and  dividends  to  P. 
for  life;  and  after  her  decease,  the  principal  to  be  di- 
vided among  her  children.  Under  the  very  full  words 
of  this  power  the  appointment  was  held  to  be  well  made« 
He  referred  also  to  Griffith  v.  Harrison,  (a) 

Mr.  Cole^  for  the  personal  representative  of  Ann 
Fletcher^  insisted  that  the  appointment  to  the  husbands 
of  the  daughters  was  void;  that  the  effect  was  not,  as 
was  argued  on  the  other  side,  to  give  the  husbands  the 
same  interest  as  if  the  appointment  had  been  made  ab- 
solutely to  the  wife ;  for  in  such  case  the  husband  would 
have  taken  subject  to  the  wife's  equitable  right  to  a  set- 
tlement {b) 

Suppose  the  husband  had  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
wife,  the  appointment  to  her  would  have  failed.  This 
shews  that  the  appointment  was  not  in  effect  an  appoint- 
ment to  the  wife. 

He  contended  that  the  gift  over  of  Elizabeths  share 
was  not  an  appointment  with  a  double  aspect,  but  a  re- 
mainder over,  after  a  void  gift  to  her  issue,  which  was 
not  accelerated  by  the  failure  of  the  prior  void  gift ; 
he  cited  Boutledge  v.  DorriL{c) 

Mr.  ChandlesSf  for  Jane  Roberts  and  her  husband. 

Mr.  Kenyan  Parker^  for  the  personal  representatives 
of  the  testatrix. 
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Mr.  Mylnef  for  Lord  Daa-e. 

Mr. 

(a)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  410.  (c)  3  Vet.  jun.  557.   S  Sugden 

{b)  See  remarks  in  2  Sugden      Pow,  75. 
Pow,  997. 
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Mr.  Titifuyf  in  reply.  If  the  appointment  had  been 
in  terms  to  the  husband  in  right  of  his  wife,  it  would 
unquestionably  have  been  good ;  because  it  would  give 
the  wife,  the  same  interest,  as  if  the  appointment  had 
been  made  directly  to  her ;  on  the  same  principle  that  an 
appointment  to  a  stranger,  in  trust  for  an  object  of  a 
power,  is  valid,  (a) 

No  such  case  as  Mattison  v.  Andrews  can  be  found 
in  the  registrar's  book.  Sir  E.  Sugden  {b)  conceives  it 
to  be  that  the  case  of  Medlison  v.  Andrews  is  an 
inaccurate  report  of  Maddison  v.  Andrew*  (c)  When  a 
valid  appointment  is  fettered  with  an  unauthorised  oon* 
dition,  the  authorities  are  clear  that  the  appointment  is 
good  and  the  condition  is  void  {d) ;  he  also  cited  Tanner 
V.  Radford,  {e)  The  power  authorises  a  settlement, 
but  the  limitations  must  be  for  children,  and  not  grand- 
children. 


Aug.  7.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  case). 

In  the  first  place,  gifts  and  appointments  are  made  to 
Charles  Hewitt  and  John  Bradley y  as  the  husbands  of 
Mary  and  Fanny ;  and  it  appears  that  if  the  appoint- 
ments had  been  unclogged  by  any  condition  they  would 
have  given  to  the  husbands.no  more  than  they  would 
have  been  entitled  to  in  the  marital  right  if  the  appoint- 
ments  had  been  directly  and  absolutely  to  the  wives, 
and  would  consequently,  upon  the  reasoning  of  Lord 
Bosdyr^  in  Bristaw  v.  Warde  (g)  have  been  good ;  but, 

the 


(a)  See  Thornton  ▼.  Bright, 
%  MyU  4*  C.  850. 
(6)  S  Fow.  S80.  n. 
(c)  1  Fin.  sen.  57. 


(if)  See  Carrier  v.  BotoUi,  8 
Rutt,i  3f.  301. 

(e)  6  Simwu^  91. 

(g)  8  Vet.  jun.  5S6.  8  Sug. 
896. 
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the  direction  to  retain  a  portion  of  the  share  of  the 
fund  appointed  to  the  husbands,  for  the  satisfaction  of 
debts  due  to  the  testatrix  herself,  or  to  one  of  her 
trustees,  is  void ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  husbands, 
in  right  of  thtir  wives,  are  entitled  to  the  one  sixth  share 
appointed  to  them,  and  that  the  trustees  are  not  entitled 
to  deduct  the  debts,  which  the  testatrix  has  recited  to  be 
due  to  her,  from  those  appointed  shares. 
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Secondly ;  with  respect  to  the  share  intended  for 
Elixabeihi  I  think  that  there  is  an  alternative  gift;  the 
words  seem  to  me,  to  have  the  same  effect,  as  if  the 
testatrix  bad  said,  if  my  daughter  die  in  my  lifetime,  and 
shall  have  issue,  I  give  her  share  to  such  issue ;  but  if 
she  has  no  issue,  I  give  her  share  to  the  survivors,  or 
survivor  of  my  own  children :  as  to  the  latter  alternative 
the  appointment  is  good,  in  favour  of  the  children  sur- 
viving at  the  death  of  the  testatrix. 

Thirdly ;  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  appointment  to  the 
children,  or  issue  of  the  children  of  the  testatrix,  is  void: 
the  grandchildren  do  not  appear  to  me  to  have  been 
objects  of  the  power ;  and  whatever  inference  may  in 
some  cases  have  been  deduced,  from  the 'word  *^  settled," 
in  favour  of  grandchildren,  is  excluded  in  this  case,  by 
the  express  direction,  that  the  limitations  over  were  to 
be  for  the  benefit  of  the  children. 
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June  S7, 
July  6. 


TARLETON  v.  BARNES. 


rriHE  bill  was  filed  by  John  TarleUm  against  Jama 
^   Bamesy  John  Hornby^  and  others ;  but  it  is  unne- 


Where  a 

Plaintiff  sett 

down  a  plea 

ot&s  pendent    cessarv  here  to  state  its  objects. 

for  argument^ 

he  admits  that 

the  two  suits 

are  for  the 

same  matter, 


To  this  bill,  Hornby  put  in  a  plea  of  a  suit  pending 
in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  for  the  same  matter;  which 

^£l&^A.  *•«  '°  ^«  f°»<"^'°8  form :  - 

unless  de* 

forar  "*  '**         "  '^^^^  Defendant,  by  protesUtion,  &c.,  doth  plead 

If  the  Plain-  unto  the  said  bill,  and  for  plea  saith,  That  hefetofore, 

in  the  case  of   ^^^  before  said  PlaintifiP  exhibited  his  bill  in  this  honour- 

aplea  oilu      ^ble  Court  (to  wit  in  Michaelmas  term  1832),  the  said 

pendente  ob-  ,  , 

tain  an  order    complainant  exhibited  his  bill  of  complaint  in  her  Ma« 

thJtlarte^r^to  J^^^^'®  ^^^^  ^^  Exchequer  at  Westminster;  which  bill 
enquire  whe-  was  afterwards  duly  amended  ;  and,  as  amended,  was 
against  the  said  Defendant  James  Barnes  and  others, 
(stating  them) ;  and  was  for  th$  same  matter,  and  to  the 
same  effect,  and  for  the  like  relief  and  purposes,  as 
against  this  Defendant,  as  the  said  complainant  doth  by 
his  present  bill  set  forth  and  pray  for  :  and  this  De- 
fendant saith,  that  being  served  with  process  oi  subpoena 
for  that  purpose,  he  appeared  to  the  said  bill,  in  the 


ther  the  two 
suits  are  for 
the  same 
matter,  the 
Defendant 
may,  after  a 
month,  dismiss 
the  bill. 

On  the  al- 
lowance of  a 
plea  to  the 


^aSe^iJ  nit^^  said  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  put  in  his  plea  to  the 
said  amended  bill ;  for  that,  by  the  means  in  the  said 


cause  IS  i 
out  of  court 

sequent  order    plea  mentioned,  James  Barnes^  one  of  the  Defendants 
has  been  ob-     jjj  jj|e  said  amended  bill  mentioned,  had  ceased  to  be  a 

tained  dis- 
missine  it 

With  some 
ezcepdons,  as 
to  costs,  the^ 
proceedings  in 
the  Court  of 
Exchequer  on 
the  allewaoce  pf  a  plea  are  substantially  the  same  as  in  this  CourL 


party,  and  was  not  then  a  party  to  the  said  amended 
bill :  and  this  Defendant  saith,  that  the  said  plea 
having   been    set  down    for   argument,   came   on    to 

be 
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be  heard  before  the  Lord  Chief  .Baron  of  the  said  1838. 
Court  of  Exchequer,  on  the  25th  of  April  18359  when 
his  Lordship  was  pleased  to  allow  the  said  plea;  and 
the  same  was  allowed  in  due  form  accordingly  ;  and 
this  Defendant  saith,  that  the  said  amended  bill  is 
still  depending  in  her  Majesty's  Court  of  Exchequer, 
and  the  said  cause  is  yet  undetiermined.  (a)  Where- 
fore, forasmuch  as  the  said  complainant  hath  brought 
in  his  said  bill  in  this  Court,  against  this  Defend- 
ant, for  the  like  account,  and  praying  such  and  the 
like  relief  as  is  prayed  against  this  Defendant  by  his 
said  former  bill,  brought  as  aforesaid  in  the  said  Court 
of  Exchequer,  this  Defendant  doth  plead  the  said  bill, 
depending  in  the  said  Court  of  Exchequer  as  aforesaid, 
in  bar  to  the  said  complainant's  present  bill,  and  to 
the  discovery  and  relief  therein  by  him  prayed  against 
this  Defendant :  and  this  Defendant  humbly  prays  the* 
judgment  of  this  Court,  whether  he  ought  to  be  com- 
pelled to  make  any  further  or  other  answer  to  the  said 
bill :  and  he  prays  to  be  hence  dismissed,  with  his 
reasonable  costs  and  charges  in  this  behalf  sustained/' 

Mr.  Spenccy  Mr.  G.  Richards^  and  Mr.  Booths  in  sup- 
port of  the  plea.  If  the  Plaint}£P  intended  to  dispute 
the  truth  of  the  plea,  he  ought  not  to  have  it  set  down 
for  argument,  but  should  have  obtained  a  reference  to 
one  of  the  Masters  to  look  into  the  two  suits,  and  to 
report  whether  they  were  both  for  the  same  matter. 
If  the  plaintiff  sets  down  such  a  plea  to  be  argueil,  he 
admits  the  truth  of  the  plea,  that  a  former  suit  for  the 
same  matter  is  depending ;  and  the  plea  must  therefore 
be  allowed,  unless  it  is  defective  in  form,  {b) 

Mr. 

(a)  See  Tarleton  ▼.  Hornby^  edition  ;  and  see  Cooper  on 
I  Yong. /j^  CoU,  172—333.  Pleadings  p.  875.     Beamci  on 

[b)  RedetdaU,  page  247.  4th      Pleas,  145. 
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18S8*  Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Teed^  ctmtrd. 

The  rule  of  the  Court,  on  the  argument  of  a  plea,  is 
that  the   Plaintiff  admits   every  thing  which   b   well 
pleaded,  but  does  not  admit  the  law  or  the  conclusions 
stated  in  the  plea.     It  appears  from  the  statements  in 
this  plea,  that  there  is  no  suit  now  pending  in  the  Ex* 
chequer  as  respects  Barnes.    The  plea  of  Bamet^  in  the 
Exchequer,  being  allowed,  the  suit  there  ended  as  fiur 
as  he  was  concerned ;  the  allegation  in  this  plea,  that 
the  cause  in  the  Exchequer  is  yet  undetermined,  may 
be  very  true ;  but  undetermined  as  against  whom  ?   Not 
undetermined  as  against  Barnes^  but  as  against  the  other 
Defendants  to  the  suit  who    did   not   plead.     {The 
Master  of  the  Rolls.     The  allowance  of  a  plea  does 
not  necessarily  put  the  case  out  of  Court.]     Not  if  the 
plea  contains  issuable  matter.    The  truth  of  the  Exche- 
quer plea  was  to  be  tried  by  the  inspection  of  the  re- 
cord ;  it  did  not  contain  matter  on  which  issue  should 
be  taken,  nor  is  it  stated  that  issue  was  ever  taken 
thereon.  The  case  was  out  of  Court  by  the  allowance  of 
the  plea.   In  Bamett  v.  Grqfl(m{a)  the  Vice-Chancellor 
recognised  this  to  be  the  practice :  he  there  says,  <<  the 
plea  being  allowed,  the  bill  would  have  been  out  of 
Court,  unless  the  Plaintiff  had  taken  issue  on  the  matter 
of  fact  by  replying  to  the  plea." 

Huggins  V.  7^e  York  Buildings  (i),  and  Law  v. 
Rigby{c),  Lord  Redesdale^  S06.;  Hinde^  177.,  were 
cited. 

Mr.  Spenccy  in  reply,  contended  that  the  allowance  of 
a  plea  did  not  put  the  suit  out  of  Court,  but  that  the 
Plaintiff  might  take  issue  and  proceed  in  the  suit. 

The 

(a)  8  Sim.  72.  (c)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  60. 

(A)  2jtk.4^. 
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l^e  Master  t^tie  Rolls.  1838. 

A  party  is  not  liable  to  have  two  suits  prosecuted 
against  him  for  the  same  matter.  In  the  case  of  a  plea 
of  this  description,  the  practice  is  to  refer  it  to  the 
Master,  to  inquire  if  the  two  suits  are  for  the  same 
matter;  and  it  is  a  rule,  that  if  the  Plaintiff  sets  down 
such  a  plea,  he  must  be  taken  to  admit,  that  the  two 
suits  are  for  the  same  matter.  It  is  said  here,  that 
this  plea  is  contradictory  in  itself;  and  that  at  the 
same  time  that  it  alleges  that  the  suit  is  still  depending, 
it  states  matters,  by  which  it  appears,  that  the  suit  is 
not  depending^  as  against  this  Defendant;  .the  state- 
ment is  [his  Lordship  stated  it].  The  plea  in  the  Ex- 
chequer **  being  allowed  in  due  form,'*  it  is  said,  that 
the  cause  as  against  the  Defendant,  has  been  dbposed  of. 

I  think  it  necessary  to  inquire  what  is  the  practice  in 
the  Exchequer,  in  a  case  of  this  kind.  If  it  should 
appear  to  be  the  practice  there,  that  after  the  allowance 
of  a  plea,  the  bill  is  not  out  of  Court,  I  must  then  allow 
this  plea. 


7^  Master  of  the  Rolls.  J^y  «• 

This  case  was  argued  upon  a  plea  filed  by  the  Defend- 
ant, alleging  that  another  bill,  for  the  same  matter,  is 
depending  against  him  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer. 

The  usual  course  upon  such  a  plea  being  filed,  is  for 
the  Plaintiff  to  obtain  an  order  referring  it  to  the 
Master  to  inquire,  whether  the  two  suits  are  for  the 
same  matter. 

^  If  the  Plaintiff  takes  no  step,  the  Defendant,  after  the 
lapse  of  a  month,  is  entitled  to  an  order  to  dismiss 

the 
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1838.  the  bill ;  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  Plainti£^  declining  to 
apply  for  the  usual  reference,  thinks  fit  to  set  down  the 
plea  for  argument,  he  is  at  liberty  to  do  so :  but  by  sa 
doingi  he  is  held  to  admit  the  fact,  that  a  former  suit 
for  the  same  matter  is  depending ;  and  the  plea  is  to  be 
allowed,  unless  it  is  defective  in  point  of  form. 

In  this  case  the  plea  was  set  down  by  the  Plaintiff; 
and  the  objection  made  to  it  is,  that  although  it  allqpes 
a  former  suit  to  be  depending^  it  states  a  circumstance 
inconsistent  with  that  allegation;  namely,  that  a  plea 
put  in  by  the  Defendant  to  the  foi4ner  suit,  which  was 
instituted  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  was  allowed.  The 
plea  is  as  follows :  [His  Lordship  here  stated  the  terms 
of  the  plea,  and  proceeded.] 

If  the  former  suit  had  been  depending  in  this  Court, 
I  should  not  have  delayed  my  decision  :  but  the  question 
raised,  is  whether  the  allowance  of  a  plea  in  the  Court 
of  Exchequer,  which  is  referred  to  in  this  plea,  puts  an 
end  to  the  suit  there,  or  operates  as  a  dismissal  of  the 
bill  ?  and  I  therefore  thought  it  right  to  inquire,  what  is 
the  course  of  proceeding  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer. 

The  result  is,  that  with  some  exceptions  as  to  costs, 
the  proceedings  in  the  Courts  of  Chancery  and  Exche- 
quer, in  cases  of  this  nature,  are  substantially  alike. 

On  the  allowance  of  such  a  plea  in  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer, the  Defendant  obtains  305.  costs ;  but  the  effect 
is  not  to  dismiss  the  bill,  or  to  put  an  end  to  the 
puse. 

If  the  facts  alleged  in  the  bill,  are  such,  that  they 
may  be  proved,  or  disproved  by  evidence,  the  allowed 

plea 
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plea  is  considered  as  a  sufficient  answer,  and  the  Plaintiff       1 838. 
may  reply,  and  proceed  to  a  hearing  in  the  usual 
course. 

If  the  facts  alleged  in  the  plea,  be  ascertained  to  be 
true  upon  inquiry,  in  cases  which  admit  of  that  course, 
or  be  such  that  their  truth  cannot  b^  disputed,  there 
may  be  circumstances  which  would  induce  the  Court  to 
give  the  Plaintiff  leave  to  amend ;  and  if  leave  be  ob- 
tained, the  Plaintiff  may  proceed  on  the  amended  bill, 
in  the  usual  course. 

If  the  case  be  such,  that  the  effect  of  the  plea  cannot 
be  avoided  by  amendment,  or  if  the  Court  refuses  leave 
to  amend,  the  allowance  of  the  plea  is  an  effectual  bar  to 
the  further  progress  of  the  suit;  but  the  bill  is  not 
thereby  dismissed.  To  dismiss  the  bill,  and  give  to  the 
Defendant  the  costs  of  the  suit,  other  than  the  costs 
of  the  plea  given  on  the  allowance  thereof,  an  order 
must  be  obtained  for  the  purpose ;  and  this  may  be  on 
the  application  of  the  Defendant  or  of  the  Plaintiff. 
And  unless  such  an  order  be  obtained  the  Plaintiff  is 
not  at  liberty  to  commence  a  new  suit  against  the  De- 
fendant for  the  same  matter. 

The  salt  therefore,  after  the  allowance  of  the  plea, 
is  still  to  be  considered  as  a  suit  depending;  and  there 
is  no  inconsistency  in  this  plea. 

There  are  cases,  in  which,  when  it  appeared  that  the 
progress  of  the  Plaintiff,  or  the  further  prosecution  of 
the  suit  by  him,  for  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  insti- 
tuted, has  been  effectually  barred,  it  has  been  metapho- 
rically said,  that  the  cause  was  out  of  Court;  this  has  been 
said,  where  the  single  step  wanting,  was  an  order  to  dis- 
miss 
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miss  the  bill,  but  in  such  cases  it  appears  to  me  that  till 
that  order  is  obtained  the  suit  is  still  pending. 

This  plea  therefore  roust  be  allowed,  with  the  costs 
of  suit,  under  the  thir^-first  order,  (a) 

(a)  9  Ruft.  Addenda  15. 


CALVERT  V.  The  LONDON  Dock  Company. 

npiHE  bill,  in  this  case,  was  filed  by  Mr.  Ccdvert^  as 
-"-  legal  personal  representative  of  Richard  Ijaycock^ 
deceased,  and  by  Thomas  Warbwrton^  against  the  London 
Dock  Company,  haac  SoUy^  stated  to  be  their  trea- 
surer, and  other  persons,  being  the  executor  and  ex.'- 
ecutors  of  James  Warre^  deceased,  and  it  prayed  for  a 
declaration,  that  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  estate  oiljcycodcy 


1887. 
Nov,  5. 

1858. 
Feb.  15. 

A  contractor 
undertook  to 
perform  cer- 
tain workty 
and  it  was 
■ffreed  that 
three  fourths 
of  the  worky 
as  finished^, 
should  be  paid  were,  in  equity,  relieved  and  discharged  from  the  bond 

inonths,  and  '^^  ^he  bill  mentioned ;  or  that  the  London  Dock  Com- 
the  remaining  p^ny  Y^^  ^^^  ^y  breach  of  the  condition,  sustained 
one  fourth         ^     \  7        ,  .  ,     .  .        ,      ^ 

upon  the  com-  any  damage,  for  which,  in  equity,  the  Company,  or  the 

whSeVo^rff  representatives  of  the  obligee  on  their  behalf,  ought  to 
Held,  that  the  be  permitted  to  put  the  bond  in  suit  against  the  Plain- 
the  due  per-  ^'^ *  ^"^  ^^^  ^^  Defendants  might  be  restrained,  by 
formance  of  perpetual  injuhction,  from  all  further  proceedings  at  law 
the  contract,  «     t»i  .    .«»  •        •  .       ■      «  .n 

were  released    against  the  Flainti^  respecting  the  matters  m  the  bul 

from  their        mentioned, 
liability,  by 
reason  of  pay- 

in«"thr«8*^  '^®  following  were  the  circumstances  of  the  case :  — 

fourths  of  the   By  contract,  in  writing,  dated  the  29th  day  oi  September 

having,°wi*th-  ^^^%  Robert  Streaiher^  a  builder,  agreed  with  James 
out  the  con.  jy 

sent  of  the  ' 

sureties,  been  made  to  the  contractor  before  the  completion  of  the  whole  work. 
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Warre^  the  treasurer  of  the  London  Dock  Compf  ny^ 
OD  behalf  of  the  Company,  to  perforin  certain  worksy 
which  were  to  be  commenced  twenty  days  after  noticci 
and  to  be  completed  in  twelve  months  from  the  com- 
mencement. Streather  was  to  provide  all  materials  and 
labour,  in  consideration  of  52,200/.,  and  being  allowed 
to  q)propriate  certain  materials  mentioned :  the  en- 
gineer of  the  Company,  was  to  be  the  sole  judge  of  the 
works,  and  was  to  employ  competent  persons  to  perform 
the  works,  if  Streather  failed  to  do  so;  and  in  that 
case,  the  costs  thereof  were  to  be  deducted  from  the  sum 
to  become  due  to  Streather  under  the  contract :  a  pro- 
vision was  made  for  varying  the  price,  on  any  variation 
being  made  in  the  work  specified  in  the  contract :  uid 
Mr.  Warre,  for  the  Company,  agreed  to  pay  the  52,200/. 
by  instalments ;  viz.,  three  fourths  of  the  cost  of  the 
work  certified  to  be  done  every  two  months,  and  the 
remaining  one  fourth  after  the  full  completion  of  the 
contract. 


1888. 


On  the  Sd  of  November  1829,  Streather ^  and  War* 
burton^  and  Laycock,  as  his  sureties,  executed  to  Jamei 
Warret  as  treasurer  of  the  Company,  their  joint  and  seve- 
ral bond  for  the  sum  of  5000/.,  conditioned  to  be  void,  if 
Streather  should  well  and  truly  observe,  perform,  and 
keep,  the  promises  and  agreements  contained  in  the 
contract,  which,  on  the  part  of  Streather  were  and 
ought  to  be  performed,  according  to  the  true  intent  and 
meanipg  of  the  contract. 


Notice  having  been  given,  Streather  commenced  the 
works  on  the  28th  of  December  1829,  but  did  not  com- 
plete them  in  twelve  months,  or  before  the  28th  o( March 
18dl,  to  which  day,  the  time  for  completing  the  works, 
was  enlarged,  with  the  consent  of  Warburton  and  Xoy- 
cock. 

The 
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18S8.  The  time  having  expired,  the  London  Dock  Com- 

Q^^^      pany  gave  notice  to  the  sureties  that  they  would  be 

V.  called  upon  to  pay  the  5000/.  under  the  bond. 

The  London 

Dock 
Company.  On  the  ISth  of  April  1831,  Streather  quitted  the 

works,  and  left  the  Company  in  possession  of  engines, 
and  implements,  and  materials  of  great  value,  belonging 
to  him.  He  soon  afterwards  became  bankrupt,  and  his 
assignees  brought  an  action  of  trover  against  the  Com- 
pany for  the  engines,'  implements,  and  materials  of 
Streather  in  their  possession,  (a)  In  the  action,  and 
upon  the  proceedings  under  a  reference  which  grew 
out  of  it,  the  assignees  established  their  title  to  recover 
316/.;  but  the  bankrupt,  Streather ^  appeared  to  be 
indebted  to  the  Company  in  a  sum  exceeding  8000/. 

The  Company  alleged,  that  they  had  sustained  damage 
to  the  amount  of  more  than  7000/.,  by  the  de&ult  of 
Streather  ;  and  in  January  1835,  they  caused  actions  to 
be  brought  against  the  sureties,  to  recover  the  full 
penalty  of  the  bond  ;  and  in  the  particulars  of  their  de- 
mand, they  stated  that  they  had  made  payments  on 
account  of  the  contract,  to  the  amount  of  49,619/.  ^s^ 
and  in  completing  the  works  18,875/.  Ss.  2c?.,  making 
together  68,494/.  85.  2^/. :  that  there  had  become  due 
to  Streather^  on  the  contract,  52,200/. ;  for  varied  and 
increased  work,  3721/1 165.  %d;  and  for  the  implements, 
engines,  and  materials  he  had  left,  4857/.  35.  9^., 
making,  in  all,  60,779/.  05*  Bd, ;  and  they  represented 
this  diiSPerences  as  the  amount  of  their  loss  sustained  by 
the  non-performance  of  the  works  by  Streather, 

Under  these  circumstances  the  Plaintiffs  filed  their 
bill;  and  after  alleging  that  the  referee  in  the  action 

against 
(a)  Crowfoot  ▼•  Tke  London  Dock  Company,  2  Cr,  4*  ^^'  637. 
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against  the  company,  had  stated,  that  although  the  pay-       1838. 
ments  made  to  Streather  amounted  to   49,619/.,  the    ^^J][J]^J[^ 
value  of  the  work  done  by  Streather  was  only  86,429/.,  v. 

they  charged,  that  in  executing  the  bond,  the  sureties  '^\J^J'^* 
considered,  and  had  a  right  to  considers  that  the  com-  Company, 
pany,  until  the  entire  performance  of  the  contract, 
would  have  retained  in  their  hands,  so  much  of  the 
contract  price,  as  by  the  contract,  they  were  entitled  to 
retain,  as  a  security  for  the  performance  of  the  rest  of 
the  contract ;  and  that  by  advancing  to  Streather  more 
than  they  were  bound  to  do,  the  company  deprived  the 
Plaintiffs  of  the  benefit  of  that  security,  and  thereby,  in 
equity,  released  them  from  the  bond ;  or  at  least,  could 
not  equitably  recover  against  the  Plaintiffs,  any  loss 
which  they  might  have  sustained,  by  making  such  ad- 
vances; and  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  sue  the 
Plaintiffs  on  the  bond,  for  if  they  had  not  made  such  - 
advances,  they  would  not  have  sustained  any  loss  by  the 
non-performance  of  the  contract. 

The  common  injunction,  for  want  of  answer,  was 
obtained,  and  no  motion  was  made  either  to  dissolve  it, 
or  to  extend  it  to  stay  trial. 

The  actions  were  tried  on  the  20th  oi February  1836. 
The  Plaintiffs  there  obtained  a  verdict,  with  only  no-\ 
roinal  damages.  The  Plaintiffs  in  the  action,  who  were 
the  Defendants  here,  applied  to  the  Court  of  Kmg's 
fiench  to  increase  the  damages ;  and  the  Plaintiffs  here 
prosecuted  the  suit  to  a  hearing. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  7th  of  March 
last,  before  the  application  to  the  Court  of  King^s 
Bench  had  been  disposed  of.  On  that  account  the 
hearing  was  postponed;  but  the  proceedings  in  the 
King's   Bench  having  ended    in  an  order   that   the 

Vol.  II.  Uu  verdict 
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1838.       verdict  should  stand  (a),   the  cause  was  brought  on 


CALTSaT 

V, 

The  London 


agam. 


Dc^k^^       It  was  now  asked,  that  the  common  injunction  which 
Company,     has  been  granted,  might  be  made  perpetual,  and  that 
the  Defendants  might  pay  the  costs  of  suit 

Mr.  Tintuyy   Mr.  KindersUy,  and  Mr.  Roupett^  for 
the  Plaintiffs,  contended  that  the  company,  by  making 
advances  to  Streather  of  more  than  two  thirds  of  the 
value  of  the  work  done,  had  varied  the  contract  to  the 
prejudice  of  the  sureties,  and  thereby  discharged  them 
from  their  liability  under  the  bond.    Bees  v.  Berring" 
ton{b)f  Mayhem  v.  Crickett{c)^  Bcnxmaker  v.  Moore.{d) 
That  the  Defendants,  by  paying  Streather  before  the 
time  limited,  had  removed  the  inducement  to  him  to 
perfect  the  works.     And  that  if  no  more   than   two 
thirds  of  the  value  of  the  work  had  been  paid  to  Streat^ 
hery  there  would  have  been  a  reserved  fund,  to  answer 
any  default  and  to  indemnify  the  sureties.    That  the 
Defendants,   who   were   entitled  to  nominal  damages 
only,  had  wantonly  involved  the  Plaintiffs  in  expensive 
litigation  for  no  useful  purpose.     That  this  Court  would 
not  countenance  a  party  in  prosecuting  an  action  in 
such  a  case ;  and  that  the  Defendants  ought,  therefore, 
be  decreed  to  pay  the  costs  both  at  law  and  in  equity. 

Mr.  Pembertouy  Mr.  Phillimore,  and  Mr.  Blunt,  for 
the  Defendants,  insisted  that  nothing  had  been  done 
in  this  case  to  release  the  sureties :  that  the  company  had 
made  the  extra  advances  to  the  contractor,  not  under 
the  contract,  but  as  loans,  which  they  were  entitled  to 

do, 

(a)   See    Warre   v.    Calvert,         {c)  S  Swans,  IBS. 
7  Ad.  4-  EU.  143.  (d)  7  Pricff,  814. 

(6)  S  Fet.}iin,540. 
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do,  and  had  thereby  greatly  facilitated  the  performance        1838. 

of  the  work.    That  so  far  from  prejudicing  the  sureties,  Calvbbt 
the  company  had  diminished  their  liability ;  for,  but  for  v. 

these  timely  advances,  the  contract  would  long  before       ^DoS^^^ 

have  been  abandoned,  and  the  bond  forfeited.  Company, 

On  the  point  of  costs  they  said  that  the  Plaintiflfs 
remedy  was  at  law;  and  it  was  no  justification  for  the 
prosecution  of  this  suit,  and  no  reason  for  the  inter- 
fei*ence  of  this  Court,  because  nominal  damages  only 
were  recoverable  at  law.  That  the  costs  of  the  action 
had  been  provided  for  at  law,  and  no  costs  ought  to 
be  given  in  this  suit ;  for  the  point  in  litigation  between 
the  parties  having  been  already  decided  by  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench,  there  was  no  ground  for  now  making 
any  decree. 

Mr.  Kindersley^  in  reply. 

The  object  of  the  company  in  detaining  one  fourth 
of  the  price  was  a  security  to  them  that  the  contractor 
should  complete  the  work.  The  sureties  were  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  this  security,  and  of  this  they  have  been 
deprived,  by  the  mode  in  which  the  company,  with- 
out the  sureties'  consent,  have  dealt  with  Streather*  If, 
at  the  time  when  Sireather  abandoned  the  work,  the 
company  had  had  the  intended  reserved  fund  in  their 
hands,  the  sureties  would  themselves  have  been  enabled 
to  have  completed  the  works  without  loss,  and  even 
nominal  damages  would  not  have  been  recovered. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  case) 
proceeded :  — 

The  Defendants  do  not  dispute  the  fact  that  their 
advances  to  Streaiher  exceeded  the  sums  which  they 
were  bound  to  advance  under  the  contract,  but  they 

Uu  2  say. 
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]  838.        say,  that  the  increased  advances  were  made  for  the  par- 
^^J^V*^^    pose  of  giving  Streaiher  greater  facility  to  perforin  the 
V.  contract     It  is  said  that  the  performance  of  the  work 

^''^J'oX^^  by  Streather  was  impeded  by  his  want  of  funds ;  and  that 
Company,  by  the  advances  made  to  him,  he  was  enabled  to  do 
more,  than  he  otherwise  could  have  done  —  and  that  to 
assist  him,  was  to  assist  his  sureties:  and  it  was  only  for 
the  purposes  of  affording  that  assistance,  that  the  com- 
pany did  more  than  they  were  obliged  to  do. 

The  argument  however,  that  the  advances  beyond 
the  stipulations  of  the  contract,  were  calculated  to  be 
.  beneficial  to  the  sureties,  can  be  of  no  avail.  In  almost 
every  case  where  the  surety  has  been  released,  either  in 
consequence  of  time  being  given  to  the  principal  debtor, 
or  of  a  compromise  being  made  with  him,  it  has  been 
contended,  that  what  was  done  was  beneficial  to  the 
surety  —  and  the  answer  has  always  been,  that  the 
surety  himself  was  the  proper  judge  of  that  —  and  that 
no  arrangement,  different  from  that  contained  in  his 
contract,  is  to  be  forced  upon  him;  and  bearing  in 
mind  that  the  surety,  if  he  pays  the  debt,  ought  to  have 
the  benefit  of  all  the  securities  possessed  by  the  creditor, 
the  question  always  is,  whether  what  has  been  done 
lessens  that  security. 

In  this  case,  the  company  were  to  pay  for  three 
fourths  of  the  work  done  every  two  months ;  the  re- 
maining one  fourth,  was  to  remain  unpaid  for,  till  the 
whole  was  completed ;  and  the  effect  of  this  stipulation 
was,  at  the  same  time,  to  urge  Streather  to  perform  the 
work,  and  to  leave  in  the  hands  of  the  company  a  fund 
wherewith  to  complete  the  work,  if  he  did  not;  and  thus 
it  materially  tended  to  protect  the  sureties. 

What 
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What  the  company  did,  was  perhaps  calculated  to        18S8. 

make  it  easier  for  Streather  to  complete  the  work,  if  he     ^T^^^"^' 

^  Calvekt 

acted  with  prudence  and  good  faith ;  but  it  also  took  v. 

away  that  particular  sort  of  pressure,  which  by  the  ''^'^^iJj,^^^^^ 
contract,  was  intended  to  be  applied  to  him.  And  the  Company, 
company,  instead  of  keeping  themselves  in  the  situiation 
of  debtors,  having  in  their  hands,  one  fourth  of  the 
value  of  the  work  done,  became  creditors  to  a  large 
amount,  without  any  security ;  and  under  the  circum- 
stances, I  think,  that  their  situation  with  respect  to 
Streather^  was  so  far  altered,  that  the  sureties  must  be 
considered  to  be  discharged  from  their  suretyship. 

I  think  therefore,  that  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to 
have  the  injunction  made  perpetual ;  and  that  they  are 
al30  entitled  to  the  costs  of  this  suit. 

The  Plaintiffs  appear  not  to  have  had  a  complete 
legal  defence,  though  they  had  a  case  which  reduced 
the  damages  to  a  nominal  amount  They  could  not, 
however,  anticipate  the  result  of  the  action.  They  had 
an  equitable  defence;  and,  under  the  circumstances  of 
this  case,  if  an  application  had  been  made  for  the  pur- 
pose, I  do  not  think  that  the  Plaintiff  in  equity  would 
have  been  ordered  to  give  judgment;  and,  after  the 
verdict  with  nominal  damages,  the  application  to  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  made  by  the  Plaintiffs  at  law, 
made  it  important  for  the  Defendants  there  to  pro- 
ceed with  their  bill  in  equity. 


V 


u  ^ 
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Jan.  16.  HAMES  i;.  HAMES. 

Held,uponthe  rpHE  bill,  in  this  case,  prayed  that  the  rights  of  the 
construction        ■  .  ....  .  - 

of  a  marriage  parties  to  certain  monies  subject  to  the  trusts  ot  a 

th*'t^™d*''a     ^wriage    settlement   might   be   ascertained    and    de- 
limitation **  to  clared. 
the  executors, 
adminis- 
initow,  or  The  case  was,  that  by  settlement  dated  the  6th  of  JNb- 

»etuor,  toand  vember  1788,  and  made  between  John  Hames  of  the 

for  his  and       g^g^  ^^^  Grace  Hauler  of  the  second  part,  and  George 
their  own  use  *^     ^  ^  r     -»  o 

and  benefit,"     Garrard  Hayler^  Thomas  Greenings  and  Hawkins  Wall 

Serfnot  ^"    ^^  ^^«  ^^^^^  P^^^  ^^^  reciting,  that  John  Hames  was 
titled  bene-      intitled   to  certain   leasehold   estates,  and  that  Grace 
'^  ^'  Hajfter  was  intitled  to  an  interest  in  250/.  a  year  long 

annuities,  with  a  limitation  over  to  her  children,  and  to 
other  considerable  personal  property ;  and  that  a  mar* 
riage  had  been  agreed  upon  between  John  Hames  and 
Grace  Hayter  ;  and  that  upon  the  treaty  for  the  mar- 
riage, it  was  agreed,  that  John  Hames  should  become 
intitled  to  all  the  personal  property  of  his  intended  wife, 
except  her  interest  in  the  long  annuities ;  and  "  that  in 
consideration  thereof,  and  in  order  to  make  a  further 
provision  for  Grace  Hayter  and  the  issue  of  the  intended 
marriage,  John  Hames  had  agreed  to  assign  the  lease- 
hold premises,  upon  the  trusts  after  mentioned ;''  it  was 
witnessed,  that  John  Hames  assigned  the  leaseholds  to 
the  trustees,  on  trust  to  permit  him  {John  Hames)  to 
receive  the  rents  and  profits  during  his  life;  and,  imme- 
diately after  his  decease,  out  of  the  rents  to  pay  an 
annuity  of  250/.  to  Grace  Hayter  ;  and  after  payment 
of  the  said  annuity,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  residue  of 
the  rents,  if  any,  **unto  the  executors  or  administrators 
of  the  said  John  Hames,  for  and  during  the  natural 

life 
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life  of  the  said  Grace  Hayter  (the  intended  wife) ;  and  lfiS8. 
from  and  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  the 
husband  and  wife,  on  trust,  with  all  *  convenient  speed, 
to  sell  the  leaseholds,  and  receive  the  purchase  money, 
and  thereout  pay  the  expences  of  the  trust,  and  to  each 
child  of  the  marriage  so  much  money,  as  together  with 
the  interest  of  such  child  in  the  long  annuities,  would 
amount  to  1500Z.,  to  be  payable  at  twenty K>ne  years  of 
age,  with  a  provision  for  maintenance  in  the  mean  time : 
and  in  case  any  such  child  should  happen  to  die  under 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  as  to  the  share  of  such 
child  so  dying,  and  also  as  to  the  residue  of  such  trust 
monies,  to  arise  from  such  sale  or  sales  as  aforesaid, 
upon  trust  for  the  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns 
of  the  said  John  Hames^  to  and  for  his  and  their  own 
absolute  use  and  benefit;  and  in  case  there  should  be 
no  child  or  children  of  the  body  of  the  said  John  Hamesy 
on  the  body  of  the  said  Grace  Hayter  lawfully  to  be 
begotten,  or  there  being  such,  all  of  them  should  die 
under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  as  to  the  whole 
of  such  trust  monies,  upon  trust  for  the  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns  of  the  said  John  Hamesj 
absolutely  for  ever ;  and  to  and  for  no  other  trust, 
intent,  or  purpose  whatever." 

J(An  Hames  then  covenanted  to  renew  the  leases,  to 
insure  the  premises  against  loss  by  fire,  and  further, 
that  in  case  he  should  die  in  the  lifetime  of  his  intended 
wife,  his  executors  or  administrators  should,  during  the 
life  of  the  wife,  pay  to  her  the  annuity  of  250/. ;  and 
then  followed  a  proviso,  that  so  long  as  the  executors 
or  administrators  of  Hames  should  pay  that  annuity, 
the  trustees  of  the  settlement  should  stand  possessed  of 
the  leaseholds,  *^  upon  trust  to  permit  and  sufier  the 
executors  or  administrators  of  him,  the  said  John  Hames, 
to  receive  and  take  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof, 
Uu  4  to 
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1888.  to  and  for  their  own  use  and  benefit,  anything  therein- 
before contained  to  the  contrary  thereof  in  any  wise 
notwithstanding." 

The  marriage  took  effect,  and  there  were  two 
children,  George  and  the  Defendant  WilUam. 

On  the  28th  of  November  1803,  John  Hames  made 
his  will,  whereby  he  appointed  Grace  Hames  and  G.  G. 
Hayier  his  executors.  The  testator  died  in  1804,  and 
Grace  Hames  and  G.  G.  Hayter  proved  his  will  in 
Nofoember  1820.  George  Hamesj  the  son,  died,  leaving 
his  mother  and  his  brother  WiUiam^  his  next  of  kin. 

G.  G.  Haytery  the  trustee  and  executor  of  Join 
Hames,  afterwards  died^  leaving  the  widow,  Grace 
HameSj  him  surviving  :  and,  in  April  1837,  Grace 
Hames  died,  having  bequeathed  all  her  property  to 
Defendant 

The  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  the  surplus  of 
the  produce  of  the  leaseholds,  after  providing  for  the 
portions  of  the  children  of  the  marriage,  formed  part 
of  the  residuary  estate  of  John  HameSj  the  settlor,  or 
belonged  to  his  executors  beneficially. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Sogers  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Heberden  for  the  Defendant 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  postponed  giving  judgment 


Jim.  16.  ^^^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  argued  was,  whether  the  surplus  of  the 
monies  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  settled  leaseholds, 
after  providing  for  the  portions,  forms  pbrt  of  the 

residuary 
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residuary  estate 'of  JbAit  Hcmesj  or  belongs  beneficially 
to  bis  executors. 

The  consideration  of  the  settlement  was  the  marriage, 
and  all  the  wife's  property  excq)t  her  interest  in  cer- 
tain long  annuities. 

The  purpose  was  to  make  a  provision  (beyond  the 
interest  in  the  long  annuities)  for  the  wife  and  the  issue 
of  the  marriage. 

The  provision  for  the  wife  is  an  annuity  of  250/., 
payable  to  her  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  during 
her  life,  out  of  the  rents  of  the  settled  estates. 

The  provision  for  the  issue  is  so  much  money  as, 
with  the  value  of  the  interest  in  the  long  annuities, 
will  make  the  fortune  of  each  child  who  shall  attain 
twenty-one,  the  sum  of  1500/.;  and  the  portions,  after 
the  death  of  the  husband,  were  to  be  raised  by  sale  of 
the  settled  estates,  after  the  death  of  the  survivor  of 
husband  and  wife. 

And  supposing  the  expressed  object  and  purpose  of 
the  settlement,  to  be  the  only  object  in  view,  and  conse- 
quently, that  the  property  was  to  remain  the  husband's, 
subject  to  the  provisions  for  the  wife  and  children,  there 
was  still  a  period  after  his  death,  during  which  the  trustees  ' 
of  the  settlement,  were,  for  the  performance  of  their 
trust,  to  hold  the  property  against  those  who  succeeded 
to  the  rights  of  the  husband.  If  the  husband  died  first, 
the  trustees  had  to  pay  the  annuity,  and  raise  the 
portions ;  if  the  husband  died  after  the  wife,  they  had 
to  raise  the  portions  :  but,  subject  to  these  provisions, 
these  leasehold  estates  and  the  money  arising  from  the 
sale  of  them,  would  have  vested  in  the  executors  or 

administrators 


650  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

18S8.       administrators  of  the  husband,  as  part  of  hb  persoDsl 
estate. 

The  question  is,  whether  this  deed  b  so  framed  as  to 
alter  that  result  It  is  alleged,  that  the  words  are  such, 
as  necessarily  to  vest  the  whole  interest  in  the  leaseholds, 
subject  only  to  the  provisions  for  the  wife  and  children, 
in  the  executors  or  administrators  of  the  husband,  for 
their  own  use  and  benefit 

It  is  extremely  improbable,  that  the  settlor,  executing 
a  marriage  settlement,  and  professing  that  his'  object 
was  to  make  a  provision  for  his  intended  wife,  aad  the 
issue  of  the  marriage,  should  silently  intend,  to  make  a 
provision  for  the  person,  who  should  chance  to  be  hb 
administrator  —  perhaps  a  small  creditor — perhaps  a 
person  to  whom  administration  might  be  granted  durante 
minori  ietaie^  or  upon  some  other  contingency;  and 
unless  the  words  are  incapable  of  any  other  construction, 
and  the  Court  is  absolutely  compelled,  by  force  of  them, 
to  impute  that  highly  improbable  intention,  that  con- 
clusion, ought  not  to  be  adopted. 

When  we  examine  the  words,  we  find,  that  in  the  event 
of  the  husband  dying  first,  the  trustees  are  directed  to 
pay  the  annuity  to  the  wife,  and  the  surplus  rents,  to  the 
executors  or  administrators  of  the  husband,  during  the 
life  of  the  wife.  These  words,  do  not  confer  any  bene- 
ficial interest,  on  the  executors  or  administrators  of  the 
husband ;  if  the  deed  had  stopped  there,  they  would 
only  have  taken  the  surplus  rents,  as  part  of  the  hus- 
band's personal  estate. 

Then  comes  the  direction  to  sell,  after  the  deaths  of 
the  survivor  of  husband  and  wife,  and  to  pay  the  portions 
to  the  children  at  twenty-one,  with  maintenance  in  the 

mean 
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meantime;  and  as  to  the  portion  of  any  child  dying  1838. 
under  twenty-one,  and  the  residue  of  the  trust  monies, 
in  trust  for  the  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  of 
the  husband,  to  and  for  his  and  their  own  absolute  use 
and  benefit ;  and  if  there  should  be  no  child  living  to 
attain  twenty-one,  then,  as  to  the  whole  of  such  trust 
monies,  upon  trust  for  the  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns  of  the  husband,  absolutely  for  ever.  Here  we 
have  two  different  expressions ;  if  there  should  be  no 
child,  all  the  trust  monies,  were  to  be  paid  to  the  ex- 
ecutors, administrators,  and  assigns  of  the  husband, 
absolutely  for  ever.  I  think  that  these  words  do  not 
themselves  give  a  beneficial  interest  to  the  executors  or 
administrators  ;  but  if  the  portion  of  a  child  should  not 
become  payable,  in  consequence  of  its  death,  under 
twenty-one,  then  such  portion  and  the  residue  are  given 
to  the  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  of  the  hus- 
band, to  and  for  his  and  their  own  absolute  use  and 
benefit :  and  these  words  of  themselves,  and  not  applied 
to  persons  intended  to  take  in  a  merely  representative 
character,  would  undoubtedly  confer  a  beneficial  interest. 

The  settlor,  although  he  had  directed  the  trustees, 
to  pay  the  wife's  annuity  out  of  the  rents  of  the 
estate,  nevertheless,  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  deed, 
covenanted  that  his  executors  should  pay  the  same; 
this  was  a  covenant  to  be  performed  out  of  the 
assets  of  the  settlor:  but  it  is  immediately  followed 
by  a  proviso,  that  so  long  as  the  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators shall  pay  the  annuity,  the  trustees  shall 
stand  possessed  of  the  estates,  on  trust  to  permit  the 
executors  or  administrators  of  the  settlor  to  receive 
the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  to  and  for 
their  own  use  and  benefit,  any  thing  thereinbefore  con- 
tained to  the  contrary  thereof  in  anywise  notwith- 
standing. 

The 
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18S8.       admiDistrators  of  the  husband,  as  part  of  hb  personal 
estate. 

The  question  is,  whether  this  deed  is  so  framed  as  to 
alter  that  result  It  is  alleged,  that  the  words  are  sucb^ 
as  necessarily  to  vest  the  whole  interest  in  the  leaseholds, 
subject  only  to  the  provisions  for  the  wife  and  children^ 
in  the  executors  or  administrators  of  the  husband,  for 
their  own  use  and  benefit 

It  is  extremely  improbable,  that  the  settlor,  executing 
a  marriage  settlement,  and  professing  that  hi^  object 
was  to  make  a  provision  for  his  intended  wife,  and  the 
issue  of  the  marriage,  should  silently  intend,  to  make  a 
provision  for  the  person,  who  should  chance  to  be  his 
administrator  —  perhaps  a  small  creditor — perhaps  a 
person  to  whom  administration  might  be  granted  durante 
minori  tetate^  or  upon  some  other  contingency;  and 
unless  the  words  are  incapable  of  any  other  construction, 
and  the  Court  is  absolutely  compelled,  by  force  of  them, 
to  impute  that  highly  improbable  intention,  that  con- 
clusion, ought  not  to  be  adopted. 

When  we  examine  the  words,  we  find,  that  in  the  event 
of  the  husband  dying  first,  the  trustees  are  directed  to 
pay  the  annuity  to  the  wife,  and  the  surplus  rents,  to  the 
executors  or  administrators  of  the  husband,  during  the 
life  of  the  wife.  These  words,  do  not  confer  any  bene- 
ficial interest,  on  the  executors  or  administrators  of  the 
husband ;  if  the  deed  had  stopped  there,  they  would 
only  have  taken  the  surplus  rents,  as  part  of  the  hus- 
band's personal  estate. 

Then  comes  the  direction  to  sell,  after  the  deaths  of 
the  survivor  of  husband  and  wife,  and  to  pay  the  portions 
td  the  children  at  twenty-one,  with  maintenance  in  the 

mean 


Hambs. 
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mean  time;  and  as  to  the  portion  of  any  child  dying        1838. 
under  twenty-one,  and  the  residue  of  the  trust  monies,       jp'^'^'^ 
in  trust  for  the  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  of  v. 

the  husband,  to  and  for  his  and  their  own  absolute  use 
and  benefit ;  and  if  there  should  be  no  child  living  to 
attain  twenty-one,  then,  as  to  the  whole  of  such  trust 
monies,  upon  trust  for  the  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns  of  the  husband,  absolutely  for  ever.  Here  we 
have  two  different  expressions ;  if  there  should  be  no 
child,  all  the  trust  monies,  were  to  be  paid  to  the  ex- 
ecutors, administrators,  and  assigns  of  the  husband, 
absolutely  for  ever.  I  think  that  these  words  do  not 
themselves  give  a  beneficial  interest  to  the  executors  or 
administrators  ;  but  if  the  portion  of  a  child  should  not 
become  payable,  in  consequence  of  its  death,  under 
twenty-one,  then  such  portion  and  the  residue  are  given 
to  the  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  of  the  hus- 
band, to  and  for  his  and  their  own  absolute  use  and 
benefit :  and  these  words  of  themselves,  and  not  applied 
to  persons  intended  to  take  in  a  merely  representative 
character,  would  undoubtedly  confer  a  beneficial  interest. 

The  settlor,  although  he  had  directed  the  trustees, 
to  pay  the  wife's  annuity  out  of  the  rents  of  the 
estate,  nevertheless,  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  deed, 
covenanted  that  his  executors  should  pay  the  same; 
this  was  a  covenant  to  be  performed  out  of  the 
assets  of  the  settlor:  but  it  is  immediately  followed 
by  a  proviso,  that  so  long  as  the  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators shall  pay  the  annuity,  the  trustees  shall 
stand  possessed  of  the  estates,  on  trust  to  permit  the 
executors  or  administrators  of  the  settlor  to  receive 
the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  to  and  for 
their  own  use  and  benefit,  any  thing  thereinbefore  con- 
tained to  the  contrary  thereof  in  anywise  notwith- 
standing. 

The 
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1888.  The  settlor,  having  before  directed  the  trustees  to  pay 

the  annuity  to  the  wife,  and  the  surplus  rents  to  the 
executors  or  administrators,  in  words  which  would  not 
give  a  beneficial  interest  to  the  executors  or  adminis- 
trators, now  says,  ^*  I  covenant  for  the  payment  of  the 
annuity,  and  if  my  executors  or  administrators  pay  it 
you,  the  trustees  are  to  permit  them  to  receive  the  rents 
for  their  own  use  and  benefit.'' 

'  It  seems  quite  absurd  to  suppose,  that  the  settlor 
should  intend,  when  not  charging  his  general  assets,  to 
give  his  executors  or  administrators  the  surplus  rents  as 
part  of  his  general  estate :  and  should  intend,  after  he 
had  charged  bis  assets,  to  give  his  executors  or  adminis- 
trators the  whole  rents  for  their  own  use  and  benefit. 
There  is,  in  these  provisions,  an  inconsistency  which 
can  be  reconciled,  only  by  attending  closely  to  the  intent 
and  object  of  the  settlement,  which  was  to  make  pro- 
vision for  the  wife  and  children  to  a  certain  and  limited 
extent :  and  for  that  purpose,  to  give  to  the  trustees 
such  powers,  as  were  necessary  to  secure  those  provi- 
sions; and  to  give  to  the  settlor's  executors,  such  estates 
and  powers,  as  were  necessary  to  enable  them  to  recover 
from  the  trustees,  such  part  of  the  property,  as  exceeded 
the  amount  of  the  provision  intended  for  the  children, 
after  the  death  of  the  husband  and  wife. 

The  words  must  be  admitted  to  be,  in  this,  as  they 
have  been  in  former  cases,  strong  and  difficult  to 
manage ;  but  if  the  intention  appears  as  I  think  it  does, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  give  efiect  to  it ;  and  I 
am  of  opinion  that  upon  the  true  construction  of  the 
setdement,  and  subject  to  the  provisions  for  the  wife 
and  children,  the  whole  property  and  interest  were 
reserved  to  the  husband,  his  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  for  bis  and  their  absolute  use  and  benefit : 

and 
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and  that  the  execators  and  administrators  of  the  hus- 
band, are  intitled  thereto,  only  in  their  representative 
character,  and  not  beneficially. 


Hajus 


V, 

.Hamrs. 


Note.  —  On  the  subject  of  executors  and  trustees  taking  bene- 
ficially, see  Sanders  v.  Franks,  2  Mad.  147.;  Collier  v.  Sqidre,  3  Russ. 
467. ;  Wellman  v.  Bawring,  5  Sim.  S9S. ;  Stocks  v.  Dodsley,  1  Keen, 
385.;  Woody.  Cox,  I  Keen,  317.;  S.  C.  2  Myl.  4-  CV.  684.;  Palin 
▼.  Hills,  1  Myl.  *  jr.  470.;  Bridge  ▼.  dbboU,  5  Bro.  C.  C.  224. ; 
Evans  v.  Charles,  1  Anst.  128. 


GRIEVESON  V.  KIRSOPP.  ^J^li  i- 

Aug.l. 
nnHE  principal  questions  in  this  case  arose  upon  the  A  testator 

construction  of  the  will  and  codicil  of  the  testator  ^dow°**f  r 
John  Carr.     The  will  was  dated  on  the  16th  day  of  the  benefit  and 
Nooanber  1795,  and  was  as  follows:  —  "  I  John  Carr  his^chi^ren" 
of,  &c.,  do  ffive  and  bequeath  unto  my  wife  Sarah  Carr.  f^^^J  of  scll- 
during  her  natural  life,  sbouid  she  remain  in  a  state  of  /ort  estate, 
widowhood,  the  sum  or  sums  of  money  that  may  accrue  ?^  *  codicil 
from  the  interest  of  SOO/.  for  her  use  and  enjoyment,  himself  (in 
and  afler  her  decease  my  will  and  desire  is,  that  the  full  m  ^l  ^'  * 
and  perfect  sum  of  300/.  before  mentioned  be  left  to  my  power  my 
son  John  Carr.     Item,  or  likewise,  I  do  give  and  be-  all  my  estates 
queath  unto  Sarah  Carr^  my  wife,  the  time  she  may  wl|a'«>ever, 
hereafter  continue  my  widow,  for  the  benefit  and  advan-  arising  from 
tage  of  my  children,  full  discretionary  power  either  to  Ictherwith*" 
hold  or  dispose  of  my  estate  called  Woodfoot  and  Slaletfy  toj  personal 
as  she  may  find  the  same  most  convenient ;  but  if  at  any  ^y  ^^  ^{^^ 

time  she  should  desire  to  dispose  of  the  same,  my  will  '^flf'andmay 

^  ''  divide  and 

and  proportion 
among  my 
said  children  as  she  shall  think  fit  and  proper,  or  as  she  shall  direct  by  will." 
The  estate  was  neither  sold  nor  appointed  by  the  widow :  Held  that  a  trust  for 
the  children  was  created  by  the  will,  and  that  they  were  entitled  eaually. 

Held,  alsOy  that  the  direction  to  sell  operated  as  a  conversion  or  the  real  estate, 
and  that  the  shares  of  those  children  who  were  dead  devolved  on  their  represent- 
atives as  personalty.% 
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1 8S8,       and  desire  is,  that  every  circumstance  attending  the  saoie 
^^V"^^    be  ^transacted  and  managed  by  the  gentleman  in  trust 
V.  hereafter  mentioned.     Item,  or  likewise,  I  do  give  and 

KiasoPF.     bequeath  unto  my  children,  Barbara  Carr,  Susannah 
Carr^  Sarah  Carr^  Mary  Carry  and  Frances  Carr^  the 
real  and  fiill  sum  of  100/.  each,  which  sum  or  sums  are 
to  be  paid  from  the  lands  of  Slaley  Woodfooe  and  Slaley 
before  mentioned ;  and  my  will  and  desire  is,  that  each 
and  every  of  them,  may  have  such  sum  or  sums  as 
before  mentioned,  at  their  own  disposal,  as  they  and  each 
of  them  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one.   Item,  or  likewise, 
I  do  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  son  J(An  Carr  all  and 
every  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  estates,  pro- 
perties, and  effects,  both  here  and  elsewhere,  which  at 
any  time,  or  from'  time  to  time,  may  become  my  true 
right  and  property.     Item,  or  likewise,  I  do  will  and 
grant  that  all  claims,  demands,  debts,  or  incumbrances, 
of  what  kind  soever  and  wheresoever,  be  discharged 
'  from  the  effects  and  monies,  that  may  arise  from  the 
personal  properties,  effects,  or  possession,  upon  or  be- 
longing to  the  estates  commonly  called  and  known  by 
Slaley  Woodfoot  and  Slaley ;  if  such  personal  properties 
are  insufficient,  to  discharge  the  before  mentioned  con- 
tingencies, my  express  will  and  intention  is,  that  all  and 
every  the  rest,  residue,  and  remaindes  of  claims,  de- 
mands, debts,  and  incumbrances,  of  what  kind  soever 
or  wheresoever,  be  discharged  from  the  estates  before 
mentioned.     Item,   or  likewise,    I   do  constitute  and 
appoint  Anthony  SurteeSj  Esq.,  John  Hall  and  William 
Hopper^  gentlemen,  in  full  power  and  trust  with  the 
disposal  of  my  lands,  woods,  and  estates,  should  my 
wife  Sarah  Carr  think  proper  to  dispose  of  the  same." 

The  codicil  was  dated  on  the  23d  day  of  the  same 
month  o{ November  1795,  and  was  as  follows:  —  "  And 
whereas  by  my  said  will  I  did  give  and  bequeath  to  my 

children 
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children  certain  sums  of  money  as  therein  is  mentioned, 
now  my  will  and  mind  b,  that  my  wife  Sarah  Carry  and  . 
I  do  hereby  empower  her,  by  and  with  the  assistance 
and  help  of  the  trustees  therein  named,  to  sell  and  dis- 
pose of  all  my  estates  whatsoever,  and  the  money  arising 
from  such  sale  or  disposal,  together  with  my  personal 
estate,  she,  my  said  wife^  skiM  and  may  divide  and  pro- 
portion among  my  said  children  as  she  shall  think  fit 
and  proper,  or  as  she  shall  direct  and  order  by  any 
will  or  writing  by  her  executed  in  the  presence  of  two 
or  more  credible  witnesses;  and  I  do  hereby  make, 
constitute,  and  appoint  her,  my  said  wife  Sarah  Carr^ 
sole  executrix  of  my  said  last  will  and  testament" 

The  testator  died  in  1805,  and  his  widow  lived  till 
1829.  The  property  was  not  sold  in  the  widow's  life- 
time ;  and  she  died  without  making  any  valid  appoint- 
ment of  the  property:  although,  by  her  will,  she 
attempted  to  appoint  it  to  a  son-in-law,  and  to  some  of 
her  grandchildren ;  they,  however,  not  being  objects  of 
the  power,  the  appointment  was  inoperative. 

The  bill,  in  this  case,  was  filed  by  John  Grieoesofij  as 
the  legal  personal  representative  of  Barbara^  his  de- 
ceased wife,  who  was  one  of  the  daughters  of  John 
Carry  the  testator  in  the  cause,  against  John  Kersoppy 
and  various  persons,  claiming  to  be  interested  in  the 
testator's  estate ;  and  it  is  prayed,  that  the  rights  and 
interests  of  the  Plaintiff  and  the  other  parties  might  be 
ascertained  and  declared;  and  that  the  Defendant 
Sarah  Carr  Teasdale  and  John  Carr  Kersqppy  who  were 
the  coheirs  of  the  testator,  might  be  declared  to  be 
trustees  of  the  real  estate  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiff 
and  the  legal  personal  representatives  of  the  testator's 
children,  subject  to  the  mortgage  securities  affecting  the 
same.  The  bill  also  prayed  for  an  account  of  the  per- 
sonal 
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1838.  sonal  estate,  and  of  the  rents  of  the  real  estate,  accrued 
since  the  death  of  Sarah  Carr^  the  widow  of  the  testator; 
and  that  the  real  estate  might  be  sold,  and  for  conse- 
quential directions.  It  had  been  ascertained  by  the 
Master,  what  children  the  testator  left,  and  who  now 
represented  them,  and  also^  what  assignments  of  the 
interests  of  such  children  had  been  made ;  and  the 
cause  now  came  on  for  further  directions. 

The  two  principal  points  discussed  were,  first.  Whe- 
ther the  power  of  sale  and  devise  given  to  the  widow 
were  so  imperative  on  the  widow,  as  to  create  a  trust 
for  her  children,  which,  in  default  of  her  execution 
of  the  power,  would  entitle  the  children  to  the  unap- 
pointed  property ;  and  secondly,  Whether  the  shares  of 
the  children  who  were  dead,  were,  as  between  their  re- 
presentatives, of  the  nature  of  real  or  personal  estate. 

Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  Bailey^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Halli  Mr.  Reynolds^  Mr.  Hallett^  Mr.  Anderdon^ 
Mr.  Bellamy^  Mr.  G.  Richards^  and  Mr.  Purvis,  for 
other  parties. 

The  following  authorities  were  cited  and  relied 
on :  —  Duke  of,  Marlborough  v.  Lord  Godolphin  (a),  . 
Crump  v.  Adney  (i),  Coh  v.  Wade  (c),  Waller  v. 
Maunde  (rf),  Harding  v.  Glyn  (e)j  Fletcher  v.  Ash- 
burner  (g),  Doi^hty  v.  Bull  (A),  Ashby  v.  Palmer  (i). 
Smith  V.  Claxton  (i).   Brawn  v.  /figgs  (/),  Crosding  v. 

Cross/f'ng, 

(a)  2  Vei.  sen.  61,  S.  C.  5  Vet.  (g)  I  Bro.  C.  C.  497. 

506.  (A)  3i».  >F.321. 

(A)  1  Cr.  i  M.355.  (i)  1  Mer.296. 

(c)  16  Vet.  27.  (*)  4  Mad.  484. 

(rf)  19  Vet.  ^94.  ;  (/)  8  Vet.Sli. 

(e)  I  Atk.  469. 
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Crossliftg  (a),  Jdcrayd  v,  Smithson  (4),  Bull  v.  Vardy  (c),       1888. 
Kennedtf  v.  £t;^i^<m^  ({Q,  Dfim  v.  Dixotu  (e)  ^i^C*^ 


7ii«  Master  of  the  Rolls  [after  stating  the  facts]. 

Upon  the  construction  of  these  documents,  I  think 
that  the  widow  took  a  life  interest,  with  a  power  to  sell 
the  real  estate  with  the  assistance  of  the  trustees,  and  to 
distribute  the  money  arising  from  the  personal  estate 
and  the  sale  of  the  real  estate,  amongst  the  children, 
and  that  the  power  was  conferred  in  words,  which  made 
it  the  duty  of  the  widow  to  execute  that  power,  and  by 
implication  gave  the  money  to  the  children.  I  am 
therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  power  was  in  the  nature 
of  a  trust  for  the  children,  and  that  subject  to  such  ap- 
pointment as  the  widow  might  have  made,  the  children 
were  entided  in  equal  shares.  She  survived  them  all 
without  having  made  any  appointment;  and  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  her  will,  made  after  their  death,  and  pur- 
porting to  give  the  testator's  estate  to  her  grandchildren, 
is  no  execution  of  the  power.  It  further  appears  to  me 
that  the  direction  to  sell,  expressed  as  it  is,  operated  as 
a  conversion  of  the  real  estate^  and  that  the  children 
were  entitled  to  take  tl^e  money,  to  arise  from  the  sale, 
as  personalty. 

(tf)  9  Car,  596.  (rf)  2  /.  *  FK.  451. 

\b)  1  Btq,  a  C.  504.  (e)  2S.^S.  327.  2  Sug,  Pow. 

(c)  1  Fm.JUD.270.  175. 


V. 

KlRSOP?. 
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,1836.  MACKWORTH  v.  HINXMAN. 

March  12. 

A  testator  be-   TTT  appeared  in  this  case  that  Admiral  PhiUp  J^ffleet^ 
gonaltyto  mis-  -^  by  his  will,  dated  the  14th  of  June  1797,  bequeathed 

tees,  to  pay      ^  jjjg  executors  his  share  and  interest  in  the  BriiiA 
the  interest  to  t^.  i  «■ 

Sir  GUhert  A.,  Cast  Plate  Glass  ManuFactory,  the  British  Fishery,  and 

nfe%"nd' after  ^®  Grand  Junction  Canal,  m  trust,  to  receive  the  in- 

his  decease,  to  terest,  dividends,  and  profits  thereof,  as  the  same  should 

buVin  case  he'  from  time  to  time  respectively  become  due  and  payable, 

should  die  ^j  p^y  i\^q  gume  unto  his  nephew.  Sir  Gilbert  Affledc^ 

leaving  no  son,   _-  -.^.         ■  1.1-  ^  %t  j 

then  in  trust     Baronet,  for  and  durmg  the  term  of  his  natural  life;  and 

S[wt)m7hT  from  and  after  the  decease  of  the  said  Sir  Gi/i«^^,^te*i 

baronetcy  then  in  trust  to  pay  the  said  interest.  Sec,  as  the  same 

vo?ve,  so^hat  should  from  time  to  time  be  received,  unto  the  ddest 

each  baronet  son  of  the  said  Sir  Gilbert  Affleck^  lawfully  b^;otten,  for 

the  interest  the  time  being;  but  in  case  the  said  Sir  Gilbert  Affleck 

for  hfe;  and  should  happen  to  depart  this  life,  leaving  no  son  law- 

tinctionofthe  fully  begotten,  then  in  trust  to  pay  the  said  interest, 

fetunto^the'^  dividends,  profits,  and  produce  of  the  said  plate  glass 

residue  of  his  manufactory,  fishery,  and  canal  shares,  wUo  the  j^enon 

death  of  the  ^^  txihom  the  baronetcy  should  devolve;  it  being  his  will 

testator.  Sir  and  desire,  that  the  said  interest,  dividends,  profits,  and 

histwobro-  produce  should  never  be  alienated  from  the  title;  but 

*^d^i^^' r  ^^^^  ^^^  succeeding  baronet  of  the  Affleck  family  should 

whom  the  enjoy  the  said  interests,  dividends,  profits,  and  produce 

8ucc«Vively  ^^^  ^^^  *®'"^  ^^  ^^^  natural  life;  and  from  and  after  the 

devolved,  extinction  of  the  said  baronetcy,  in  case  such  an  event 

Sir  GiiLrf  A.  should  happen,  he  willed  and  declared,  that  the  said 

afterwards  shares  and  interest  in  the  said  plate  glass  manufactory, 

having  had  fishery,  and  canal  shares,  should  fall  into  and  constitute 

Held"that  Sir  *  P**^  ^^  ^®  residue  of  his  estate. 
JatMs  became 
absolutely  en- 
titled to  the  The 
proper^* 
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The  testator  died  in  1799,  at  which  time  Sir  Gilbert       1886. 
and  his  two  younger  brothersi  James  and  Robert^  were   ^^^^^ 
living;  after  the  testator's  death,  Sir  Gilbert  Affleck  con-  v. 

tbued  to  receive  the  interest  and  profits  of  the  shares  Hinxmak. 
until  1808,  when  he  died  without  having  had  any  issue; 
and  thereupon  the  baronetcy  devolved  upon  his  brother 
Sir  JameM  Jlffleci,  who  continued  to  receive  the  interest 
and  profits  of  the  shares  until  June  1858,  when  he  died 
without  issue,  leaving  Sir  Robert  Affleckj  his  brother, 
surviving  him,  and  on  whom  the  baronetcy  descended. 
The  bill  was  filed  by  the  executors  of  Sir  James  Affleck 
against  Sir  Bobert  Affteck^  and  the  personal  representa- 
tives of  the  testator,  claiming  to  be  absolutely  entitled 
to  the  shares  in  the  plate  glass  manufactoryi  fishery, 
and  canal  company ;  and  also  a  gold  snuff-box  and  some 
plate^  which  had  been  settled  by  the  will  of  the  testator, 
on  the  same  trusts. 

Mr.  Kinierslof  and  Mr.  AmpUett^  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

A  gift  of  the  income  of  property  indefinitely,  is  a  gift 
of  the  property  itself;  Page  v.  Leapir^toeU  (a),  Haig  v. 
Swiney  (i),  Elton  v.  Shepkard  (c) ;  it  therefore  forms  no 
objection  to  the  construction  for  which  the  Plaintiffs  con- 
tend, that  the  testator  has  merely  directed  the  trustees 
to  pay  the  interest,  dividends,  and  profits,  as  the  same 
should  from  time  to  time  be  received.  The  intention 
of  the  testator  was,  that  the  property  should  never  go 
out  of  the  family  inheriting  the  baronetcy,  and  that  it 
should  belong  to  each  baronet  for  life,  until  the  extinction 
of  the  title ;  but  it  is  clear  he  could  not  limit  life  estates 
to  take  effect  on  the  death  of  unborn  persons.  It  has 
been  decided,  that  where  a  testator,  intending  a  perpe- 
tuity, gives  successive  life  estates,  the  effect  is,  to  give  an 

estate 
(a)  IS  r«r.  463.  (c)  1  Bro.  C.  C.S89. 
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18S6.       estate  tail  to  the  first  taker,  notwithstanding  a  life  estate 
jT^^^^  only  has  been  limited  to  him ;  Mortimer  v.  West,  {a)  To 
V.  ascertain  who  is  entitled  to  the  absolute  interest  as  the 

first  taker,  the  state  of  things,  as  they  existed  at  the 
decease  of  the  testator,  and  not  the  events  which  hayc 
since  happened,  must  be  regarded ;  this  rule  was  laid 
down  by  Lord  Kenyan^  in  the  case  of  Jee  v.  AudUy  {b\ 
who  said,  "Another  thing  pressed  upon  me,  is  to  decide 
on  the  events  which  have  happened;  but  I  cannot  do  this 
without  overturning  very  many  cases.  The  single  ques- 
tion before  me,  is  not,  whether  the  limitation  is  good,  in 
the  events  which  have  happened,  but  whether  it  was 
good  in  its  creation ;  and  if  it  were  not,  I  cannot  make 
it  so/'  Now  take  the  limitations  as  they  were  at  the 
death  of  the  testator:  they  were,  first,  a  gift  to  Sir  GiU 
bert  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  eldest  son :  and  in 
case  Sir  Gilbert  should  die  leaving  no  son,  then  to  the 
person  on  whom  the  baronetcy  should  devolve.  As 
the  baronetcy  was  originally  settled  in  tail  male,  the 
event  on  which  it  was  given  over  must  necessarily  have 
happened  or  failed  on  the  death  of  Sir  Gilbert :  If  he 
died  without  leaving  a  son,  the  baronetcy  would  have  de- 
volved on  his  next  brother.  Sir  James;  the  gift  therefore 
to  Sir  James  was  valid.  But  if  the  subsequent  gift  to  Sir 
Bobert  were  good,  it  would  be  on  the  event  of  his  suc- 
ceeding to  the  baronetcy ;  this  could  only  happen  by 
the  failure  of  issue  male  of  Sir  James ;  this  might  not 
liave  happened  for  centuries ;  the  gift  over  was  there- 
fore void,  and  Sir  James  became  absolutely  entitled. 
There  was  a  case  similar  to  the  present  before  Sir  John 
Leach;  Lord  Deerhurst  v.  The  Duke  of  St,  Albans  {c)i 
it  was  afterwards  carried  by  appeal  to  the  House  of 

Lords, 


(a)  2  Sim.  874.  (c)  S  Mad,  838.    S.  C. 

[h]  1  Coyr,  324.  ToUenutche  v.  Coventry,  2  0,^ 
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Lords,  where  his  decision  was  reversed;  in  that  case        18 SB. 
there  was  a  gift  of  personal  property  to  trustees,  in  trust    ^^J^^^^^*^^ 
for  the  testator's  wife  for  life,  witli  remainder  to  his  son  «. 

for  life>  with  remainder  "  to  such  person  as  should  from  "'J'^^'^J'' 
time  to  time  be  Lord  Fercj  so  far  as  the  rules  of  the 
law  and  equity  would  permit."  The  testator,  at  his 
death,  left  his  wife,  his  son,  and  also  two  children  of  his 
son,  survivmg  him.  The  wife  and  son  died,  and  the 
eldest  grandson,  who  became  Lord  Vere,  afterwards 
died,  leaving  issue  a  son;  and  although  the  great-grand- 
son qame  into  esse^  within  the  time  limited  by  the  rule 
against  perpetuities,  yet  the  House  of  Lords  held,  that 
the  eldest  grandson  took  absolutely.  They  also  cited 
Arnold  v.  Congreve  (a),  and  contended,  that  the  repre- 
sentatives of  Sir  James  Affleck  were  entlded  absolutely. 

Mr.  G.  Richards  (in  the  absence  of  Mr.  Pembertm) 
contended,  that  Sir  Bobert^  on  the  death  of  his  elder 
brother  without  issue,  became  absolutely  entitled  to  the 
property;  he  admitted,  that  an  indefinite  gift  of  the  in- 
terest amounted  to  a  gift  of  the  principal,  but  here  the 
extent  of  the  gift  was  expressly  limited  for  life.  It  was 
clearly  the  intention  of  the  testator,  to  give  life  estates 
only,  to  those  whom  the  rules  of  law  and  equity  per- 
mitted ;  and  as  Sir  Robert  and  Sir  James  were  the  only 
persons  in  existence,  who,  by  the  rules  of  law,  could 
take  life  estates  under  the  dispositions  of  the  will  of  the 
testator,  he  must  have  intended  that,  in  the  events  which 
happened,  they  should  take  life  estates  only.  That 
the  lastperson,  to  whom  a  life  interest  in  the  property, 
capable  of  taking  effect  under  the  rules  of  law,  was 
limited,  would  become  absolutely  entitled ;  and  that  Sir 
Robert  Affleck  was  such  party. 


Mr. 


(a)  1  nun.  i  Myl.  309. 
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18S6.  Mr.  C.  H.  Madean  for  the  personal  rqweMOtativM 

m^^  of  the  testator, 

^^™^'  T^Masteb^^&Roixs  (without  hearing  a  r^ly) 
said,  — In  all  cases  of  this  description,  the  quesdon  is, 
what  is  the  general  intention  of  the  testator  which  the 
^  CSourt  is  to  carry  into  execution  ?  His  intent  here  was, 
that  the  property  should  go  on  to  all  time  with  the 
baronetcy;  he  accordingly  says,  **His  will  is  that  it 
should  never  be  alienated  from  the  title,  but  that  each 
succeeding  baronet  should  enjoy  it  for  life."  That  is^ 
he  has  desired,  that  the  person  to  whom  the  baronetcy 
should  descend,  should  have  an  estate  for  life  only ;  he 
has  not  particularised  either  Sir  James  or  Sir  Bobai  fay 
name,  though  tifey  were  both  living  at  the  time ;  and 
he  has  not  used  expressions,  applicable  to  any  particular 
person  on  whom  the  baronetcy  should  devolve.  The 
general  intention  expressed  in  his  will,  must  have  been 
defeated  by  giving  successive  estates  for  life.  From  the 
cases  which  have  been  cited,  it  is  clearly  shewn,  that 
giving  a  life  estate  to  each  baronet  successively,  would 
have  the  effect  of  defeating  the  general  intention  of  the 
testator ;  and  for  the  purpose  of  accomplishing  the  in- 
tention, I  think  it  must  be  held,  that  Sir  James  Affleck 
took  a  quasi  estate  tail  in  the  property,  and  that  the 
property,  being  personal,  was  absolutely  at  his  disposaL 
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1836. 

PERRY  V.  WALKER.  May  24. 51. 

npHE  Plaintiff  in  this  case  sued  in  JbrmA  pauperis.  It  is  not  nc-^ 
-^    and  having  in  person  opened  a  rootion»  the  n^ticlTof 

motion  of  a 
Mr.  O.  Richards  objected  that  the  motion  could  not  be"?gned  by 
be  heard,  on  the  ground  that  the  notice  of  motion  had  ^  *"^  ^^^^* 
not  been  signed  by  the  pauper's  clerk  in  Court     He 
cited  Gardiner  v.  ■    (a\  where  upon  a  motion  on 

behalf  of  a  pauper,  an  objection  was  taken,  that  the 
motion  was  not  signed  by  the  solicitor;  Lord  Eldon 
considered  that  the  clerk  in  Court  ought  to  sign  the 
notice,  and  desired  that  in  future  it  might  be  under- 
stood that  such  signature  would  be  required. 

lie  Master  of  the  Rolls  ordered  the  motion  to 
stand  over  to  inquire  as  to  the  practice. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  he  had  inquired  Mayzi. 
.into  the  practice,  and  found  that  it  was  not  considered, 
by  the  officers  of  the  Court,  essential,  that  the  notice  of 
motion  of  a  pauper  should  be  signed  by  his  clerk  in 
Court;  and  considering  the  understood  practice,  and 
that  what  had  fallen  from  Lord  Eldon  had  never  been 
made  the  subject  of  a  general  order,  the  Plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  be  heard  on  this  notice  of  motion. 

(a)  17  Vet. 587. 
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18S7. 


1837. 
Dec.  4,  5. 

1838. 
April  S3. 

A  real  estate 
was  vested  in 
trustees,  on 
trust  to  convey 
to  the  cestm 
que  truti  at  a 
particular  pe- 
riod ;  and  a 
power  of  sale 
was  given  to 
the  trustees, 
^  during  the 
continuance 
of  the  trust." 
The  trustees 
having  ne- 
glected to 
convev  at  the 
period  stated, 

they  could  not  assigns ;  another  equal  fifth  part  to  his  son  Henry f  in 

after  that  time  jj]^^  manner ;  another  equal  fifth  part  thereof  to  his  son 

execute  the  ^  '■ 

power  of  salcj   Thomas  Philpot^  in  like  manner;   another  equal  fifth 

part  thereof  to  his  sons  John  and  Henry,  on  trust,  to 

pay  the  income  thereof  to  his  son  William  for  life,  and 

after  the  death  of  WiUiam,  to  convey  and  assign  the 

same  fifth  part  to  the  children  of  William  as  tenants  in 

common,  with  a  proviso  for  certain  limitations'  over. 

And  he  gave  the  remaining  fifth  part  of  his  real  and 

personal 


WOOD  ».  WHITE. 

rilHIS  was  a  bill  filed  by  a  vendor,  against  the 
-*-  purchaser  of  the  estate  in  question,  fi>r  the  specific 
performance  of  the  agreement.  The  purchaser  objected, 
that  the  Phuntifi^ could  not  make  a  good  title  to  the  estate; 
and  the  case  was,  that  John  Wood  by  his  will  dated  the 
2d  day  of  May  1816,  after  giving  a  pordoa  of  his  t^si 
estate  and  his  household  goods  to  his  wife  for  life,  or 
widowhood,  and  charging  an  annuity  of  500/.  for  her 
benefit,  upon  the  rest  of  his  real  estate,  gave,  dewed, 
and  bequeathed  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  (aobject 
to  the  interests  therein  which  he  had  given  to  his  wife) 
to  his  children;  that  is  to  say,  one  equal  fifth  part  to  has 
son  John,  his    heurs,    executors,  administrators,  and 


though  the 
trusts  still 
continued. 

A  testator 
devised  his 
real  estate,  as 
to  one  fifth 
part  thereof, 
to  trustees  in 
fee,  on  trust 
to  pay  the  in- 


come to  his 

son  fViUiam  for  life,  and  after  his  death  to  convey  it  to  William^s  children ;  and  as  to 
another  fifth,  to  apoly  the  income  towards  the  maintenance  of  the  testatoi^s  daugh- 
ter, until  she  shoula  attain  twenty-five  or  be  married,  and  on  her  attaining  twenty- 
five,  if  unmarried,  to  convey  the  same  to  her,  but  if  she  should  marrv  bSon  that 
age,  then  to  settle  it  in  a  particular  way.  The  testator  then  gave  to  his  trustees  a 
power  of  selling  the  property  *'  during  the  lifetime  or  widowhood  of  his  wife,  or  at 
any  time  afterwards,  donng  the  continuance  of  the  trusts  by  his  will  reposed."  The 
widow  and  Wiiliam  died,  and  the  daughter  attained  twenty-one  and  married,  but 
no  conveyance  had  been  made  by  the  trustees:  Held,  that  the  power  of  sale  could 
not  then  be  exerdsed  by  the  trustees,  for  though  the  trusts  still  **  continued^"  yet 
they  continued  through  the  neglect  of  the  trustees  to  convey,  and  not  In  the  way 
contemplated^  tiis  testator.  -'^ 
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personal  estate,  to  his  sons  John  and  Henry^  their  heirs,        I8S7. 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  in  trust  to  apply 
the  income  thereof,  to  the  maintenance  and  support  of 
his  daughter  Eliza^  until  she  should  be  married,  or 
attain  twenty-five  years  of  age ;  and  upon  her  attaining 
twenty*five,  if  then  unmarried,  to  convey  and  assign 
the  same  fifth  part,  to  her,  her  heirs,  executors,  admini- 
strators, or  assigns;  but  if  she  should  marry  before 
that  age,  then  with  the  advice  of  the  testator's  wife,  if 
livii^  to  convqr,  assign,  and  settle  the  same,  in  manner 
tfaerdn  mentioned.    And  the  will  contained  a  proviso, 
whereby  the  testator  declared,  that  it  should  be  lawful 
for  his  sons  John  and  Henry^  and  the  survivor  of  them, 
and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  such  survivor,  at  any  time 
during  the  lifetime  or  widowhood  of  his  wife,  or  at  any 
time  afterwards,  during  the  continuance  of  the  trusts  by 
the  will  reposed  in  them,  with  the  consent  and  appro- 
bation of  his  wife,  under  her  hand,  during  her  lifetime 
or  widowhood,  and  afterwards,  with  the  consent  and 
approbation  in  writing,  of  the  person  or  persons,  for  the 
time  being,  in  the  possession  of,  or  intitled  to  the  receipt 
of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  premises  proposed  to  be 
sold,  under  his,  her,  or  their  hand  or  hands,  or  of  their 
or  his  own  authority,  if  such  person  or  persons  should 
be  in  his  or  their  minori^,  to  sell,  and  dispose  of,  and 
convey  all  or  any  of  the  messuages,  lands,  tenements, 
hereditaments,  and  real  estates,  by  the  will  before  de- 
vised, or  such  parts  or  part  of  all  or  any  of  the 
messuages,  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments,  and  real 
estates,  as  should  be  subject  to  such  continuing  trusts, 
and  the  fee  simple,  and  inheritance  thereof,  for  such 
price  or  prices  as  should  be  deemed  reasonable ;  and 
upon  payment  of  the  purchase  money,  to  give  receipts, 
which  should  be  discharges  to  the  purchasers,  who  were 
not  to  be  answerable  for  any  misapplication;  and  he 
stated  his  will  to  be»  that*the  money  arising  from  the  sale^ 

should 
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1887.  should  be  subject  to  the  same  trastSy  as  were  befinne 
declared,  of  and  concenung  the  residae  of  his  personal 
estate,  or  such  parts,  or  part  thereof^  as  to  which  the 
trusts  before  declared  should  be  condnuing  at  the  time 
of  the  sale.  And  he  appointed  his  wife^  and  his  sons 
John  and  Henrys  executrix  and  executors  of  his  wilL 

The  testator  died  in  1830,  leaving  his  wife  and  five 
children  surviving  him.  After  his  death,  his  son  T^homas 
Philpot^  and  his  daughter  ElizOf  attained  twenly-ODe 
years  of  age ;  and  the  son  Wittiam  married  and  had 
issue. 

In  June  1825,  ElizOf  being  then  twenty-three  years 
of  age,  intermarried  with  Barnard  Maynard  Lucas; 
and,  on  that  occasion,  a  setdement  was  made  by  deed, 
dated  the  6th  June  1825,  between  Ann  Woodf  the  widow, 
of  the  first  part;  Mixa  Woodf  of  the  second  part; 
John  and  Henry  Woodj  of  the  third ;  Bernard  Maynard 
,  LucoM^  of  the. fourth  part;  and  John  Woodf  Thomas 
Philpot  Wood,  and  Thomas  Burton  Lucas,  of  the  fifth 
part,  and  thereby,  after  reciting  the  will,  and  that  the 
testator's  personal  estate  had  been  converted  into 
money,  and  that  no  part  of  the  real  estate  had  been 
sold,  though  it  was  expected  and  intended  that  the 
same  should  be  sold,  at  such  time  or  times  as  should 
be  most  convenient  and  proper,  under  the  power  con- 
tained in  the  will,  it  was  witnessed,  that  Elita  Wood, 
with  the  approbation  of  the  parties  of  the  first,  third, 
and  fourth  parts,  bargained  and  sold  to  John  Woodf 
Thomas  Philpot  Wood,  and  Thomas  Burton  Lucas,  all 
her  part  or  share^  of  the  monies  to  arise  by  the  sale  61 
the  testator's  real  estate,  and  of  and  in  the  securities  on 
which  the  same  should  be  invested,  and  also  of  the 
monies  constituting  the  testator's  residuary  personal 
estate^  on  the  trusts  after  mentioned^  for  the  benefit  of 

Eliza 
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EUxa  JVoQdf  her  intended  husband,  and  their  issue^  and       1887. 
the  estates,  until  sold,  were  to  be  subject  to  the  same 
trusts. 

Of  this  marriage  there  was  not,  at  present,  any  issue. 
The  son  Hemy  died  in  1826,  having  devised  and  be- 
queathed his  share  of  the  estate  to  his  mother  Ann 
Wood^  who  died  in  18279  having  devised  and  bequeathed 
the  same  to  her  sons  John  and  Thomas  Philpot ;  and 
William  Wood  subsequently  died,  leaving  three  infant 
children. 

In  this  state  of  things,  by  agreement  dated  the  27th 
day  of  January  1885,  John  Wood^  the  surviving  trustee 
and  executor,  contracted  to  sell  the  estate  to  the  De- 
fendant, and  he  filed  tliis  bill  to  compel  the  Defendant 
specifically  to  perform  his  agreement  The  question 
being,  whether  the  Plaintiff  could  make  a  good  title 
under  the  power  of  sale. 

No  objection  was  made^  to  the  title  to  the  shares  which 
were  devised  to  the  sons  John^  Henrys  and  Thomas 
Philpot ;  but  it  was  contended,  that  no  tide  could  now  be 
made,  to  the  shares  given  to  the  son  William  and  to  the 
daughter  Eliza.  Those  shares,  it  was  contended,  could 
only  be  sold  under  the  power  giv^n  by  the  will ;  and 
that  the  power  had  ceased  or  become  incapable  of  bemg 
exercised. 

The  power  was  to  be  exercised,  only  during  the  life- 
time of  the  widow,  or  during  the  continuance  of  the 
trusts  by  the  will  reposed  in  the  trustees.  The  widow 
being  dead,  it  was  said,  first,  that  the  trusts  as  to  the 
shares  of  William  and  Eliza  were  not  now  continuing ; 
and  secondly,  that  if  the  trusts  as  to  the  share  of 
WiUiam  were  continuing^  they  were  of  a  nature  to  last 

through 
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"^iVSTT^  through  a  succession  of  minorities;  that  there   was 

^'^if^  nothing  to  limit  the  period  within  which  the  power 

«.  might  be  exercised,  and  that  it  was  therefore  within  the 

White.  ^^j^  ^£  ^^^  against  perpetuities. 

Mr.  Forster^  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  PemberUm^  for  the 
Flainti£ 


Mr.  Tinny^  Mr.  J5.  LUyd^  and  Mr.  Braitkwaite^  for 
the  Defendant. 

Mr.  Petnberton  in  reply. 

The  following  authorities  were  relied  on;  Ware  ▼• 
Pdlhill  (a),  Pawis  v.  Capron  (i),  Biddle  v.  Perkins  (c), 
Traaer  v.  Knightley  (<2),  Bo^^  v.  Banning  (e),  Cor  y. 
Chamberlain  (g),  Corder  v.  Morgan,  (h) 


1838. 


The  Master  cjf  ffc  Rolls. 

Upon  the  question  whether  the  trusts  are  continuing, 
I  apprehend,  that  we  are  to  consider,  not  merely  whether 
the  trusts  are  performed,  but  whether  they  are  con- 
tinuing, in  the  manner,  and  under  the  circumstances,  in 
which  the  testator  intended  them  to  be.  They  may  be 
unperformed,  and  in  that  sense  (being  to  be  performed) 
they  may  be  continuing;  and  there  may  be  an  obligation 
upon  the  trustees  to  perform  them  now.  But  if  the  events 
have  taken  place,  upon  whicli  they  ought  to  have  been 

performed. 


(a)  11  ref.S57. 
(5)  4  Sim.  1 58.  n. 
(c)  4  5tiii.  155. 
((f)  S  Mad.  1S4. 
(«}'aCr.4'/fr.9S4. 


(g)  4  Ves.  631. 

(A)  18  Vet.  344.  2  Svgden*s 
Powers,  494.  S  PretUnCt  AS- 
ifracU,18S. 
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performed,  they  are  not  continuing,  in  the  sense  in 
which  the  testator  intended  them  to  be;  and  it  does  not 
appear  to  me,  that  trustees,  by  omitting  to  perform  their 
trusts,  at  the  time  when  they  ought  to  perform  them, 
can  at  their  pleasure  prolong  the  time,  during  which  a 
power  vested  in  them  is  to  be  exercised. 

With  regard  to  the  trusts  in  this  case,  the  material 
fiicts  are,  that  before  the  date  of  the  contract,  the 
testator's  son  William  died,  leaving  in&nt  children ; 
and  his  daughter  Eliza  married  under  the  age  of 
twenty-five  years. 

As  to  the  share  of  WiUiarn^  it  was  devised  to  the 
trustees,  to  pay  the  rents  and  produce  to  WiUiam  for  his 
life,  and  from  and  immediately  after  his  decease,  to 
convey  and  assign  the  same  share,  to  all,  and  every 
the  child  and  children  of  William^  as  tenants  in  common, 
equally  to  be  divided  amongst  them,  share  and  share 
alike,  and  their  respective  heirs,  executors,  admini- 
strators, and  assigns ;  with  a  proviso,  that  if  any  one  or 
more  of  such  children,  should  die  under  twenty-one 
years  of  age,  without  leaving  issue,  the  part  or  share  of 
him,  her,  or  them  so  dying,  should  go,  and  be  conveyed, 
and  assigned  to  the  survivors,  or  other  of  them,  as 
tenants  in  common;  and  if  all  should  die  imder  twenty- 
one  years  of  age,  without  leaving  issue,  the  testator  gave 
WiUianCs  share  to  his  other  children.  The  trust,  there- 
fore, as  to  WiUiam's  share,  was  intended  to  be  per- 
formed upon  his  death;  it  was  then  that  the  con- 
veyance was  to  be  made  to  his  children,  with  such 
contingent  limitations  over,  as  are  described  in  the  will. 
It  does  not  appear,  that  the  infimcy  of  WiUianis  children, 
formed  any  obstacle  to  the  conveyance  being  made,  at 
the  time  when  the  testator  directed  it  to  be  made ;  the 
limitations  might  have  been  so  framedy  as  fully  to  ac- 
complish 


Whitb. 
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1888.       complish  the  purposes  which  the  testator  had  in  view; 
^■^^^'^"^^    and  if  so»  the  trust  ought  then  to  have  been  peribnned, 
9.  and  has  not  since  been  continuing,  in  pursuance  of  the 

testator's  intention,  though  it  be  still  unperformed. 

As  to  the  share  of  Eliza,  it  was  vested  in  trustees, 
on  trust  for  her,  until  she  attabed  the  age  of  twenty- 
five  years,  or  were  married;  and  in  case  she  married 
before  she  attained  her  age  of  twenty-five  years,  then 
the  trustees  were  immediately  after  the  marriage^  with 
the  advice  and  concurrence  of  the  testator's  wife,  to 
convey,  assign,  and  settle  all  such  part  <^  Elizcfs  share 
as  they,  with  the  same  advice  and  concurrence,  should 
deem  proper,  to  such  uses,  and  upon  such  trusts  for  the 
benefit  of  Eliza  and  her  issue^  with  such  reasonable 
interest  in  favour  of  her  husband,  as  they  might  think 
proper;  and  to  convey  and  assign  the  residue  to  Eliza^ 
or  as]  she  should  appoint ;  and  thus  it  appears,  that 
the  trusts  as  to  Eliza^s  share,  were  to  be  executed  on 
her  marriage ;  the  conveyances  and  assignments  were 
then  to  be  made,  the  trusts  of  the  will  were  then  to  be 
completed,  and  the  trusts  of  the  settlement  were  to 
commence ;  and  although  this  has  not  been  done,  and 
the  trusts  of  the  will  have  not  been  performed,  yet  it 
does  not  appear,  that  they  are  continuing,  as  the  testator 
intended  them  to  be. 

And  it  appearing  to  me,  as  to  the  shares  of  both 
William  and  Eliza^  that  the  continuance  of  the  trusts  at 
the  present  time,  arises,  not  from  the  directions  of  the 
will,  or  the  intention  of  the  testator,  but  from  an  omission 
to  follow  the  directions  which  he  has  given,  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  trust  now  existing,  is  not  a  continuance 
of  the  trusts  intended  by  the  will,  or  reposed  in  the 
trustees  by  the  testator,  and  not  a  trust,  during  the 
continuance  of  whichy  the  power  may  be  exlerdsed. 

Ithinky 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY- 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  power  b  at  an  end,  by  the 
determination  of  the  trusts  as  intended  by  the  testator. 

Such  being  my  opinion,  it  is  not  necessary  for  me  to 
consider,  the  other  very  important  question  which  was 
argued  in  this  cause,  as  to  the  validity  of  the  power,  on 
the  supposition  that  the  trusts  were  continuing. 


Under  the  circumstances  stated,  I  am  of  opmion  that 
the  PIainti£&  are  not  intitled  to  a  specific  performance 
of  the  agreement,  and  that  the  bill  must  be  dismissed 
with  costs. 


M 


REEVES  t;.  GILL.  ^«^7- 

July. 
Aug.  5. 

R.  W.  C.  L.KEENEy  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  An  application 
moved  to  have  this  cause  set  down  to  be  heard  ^  aThort*"*^ 

as  a  short  cause  on  his  certificate,  that  it  was  a  proper  cause,  cannot 
,     ,         .  ,  be  made,  until 

case  to  be  beard  as  a  short  cause.  after  the  tub- 

pcena  to  hear 
judgment  is 
Mr.  Elderlony  contra^  resisted  the  motion,  on  the  returnable. 

ground,  that  the  sutpoma  to  hear  judgment  was  not  yet  thei^Sficatc 

returnable.  of  the  Plain- 

tiff's counsel, 
an  application 

7^  Master  of  the  Rolls  considered  the  application  »  «;»««  «'  ^^^ 
^      -  .  Rolls,  to  hear 

premature,  and  refused  it.  a  cause,  as  a 

short  cause, 
and  the  De- 
Mr.  JVC  C.  Ij,  Keenej  after  the  return  of  the  subpoena  fendant's 

to  hear  judgment,  renewed  the  application.  tKe'calS 

•hr      is  not,  in  his 
*  judgment,  a 
proper  oac  to  be  io  heard,  the  Court  will  not  permit  any  discosiion  on  the  point, 
but  will  at  once  refuse  the  application. 
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Mr.  Eldertonf  conirdj  said  he  considered  the  caae  not 
proper  to  be  heard  as  a  short  cause. 

Mr.  Keenef  in  replyi  was  about  to  explain  the  nature 
of  the  cause,  and  to  shew  that  it  could  be  properly 
heard  as  a  short  cause,  when 

The  Master  t^the  Rolls  said  he  could  hear  no  dis- 
cussion on  the  subject;  in  this  Court  it  was  a  sufficient 
answer  to  the  application,  that  the  Defendant's  counsel 
certified  that  the  cause  was  not  proper  to  be  heard  as  a 
short  cause,  and  he  must  therefore  refuse  the  aj^licaticm 
with  costs. 


See  Mounifori  ▼.  Cooper^  1  Keen^  464.  Hutckinton  ▼•  Siephen%^ 
Ibid.  659.  S.  C.  3  My.  i  C.  452.  The  practice  diffen  in  the  Vice- 
Chancellor's  Court ;  see  Ker  v.  Cumoc^  7  iSSmow,  520. 


1838.  CALVERT  V.  SEBBON. 

May  S6t 
A  testator  be-  rTIHE  testator,  Bichard  Laycock^  by  his  will  dated  the 
?JSS:iSr  1^*  ^f  ^"^y  ^«^^»  bequeathed  to  Sarah  Morris 

telsandasum  all  his  household  furniture,  &&,  and  also  the  sum  of 
and  he  di-  '  ^pO/^  to  be  paid  to  her  clear  of  legacy  duty,  within 
rectedhisex-  ^^^  calendar  months  next  after  his  decease;  and  the 
vest  in  the  testator  also  directed  his  executors,  within  three  calendar 
sumas'wo' Id  "^"'^^  **^^"^  ^*^  decease,  to  invest  in  the  funds,  in  their 
produce  2ooL  names,  such  a  sum  as  when  invested,  the  interest,  divi- 
a  year,  clear  of  j^«^« 

thele^icyduty  ™"^^ 

and  lul  other  deductions,  which  annual  sum  was  to  be  paid  to  A,  for  her  life,  and 
after  her  decease,  the  principal  was  to  be  paid  to  other  parties ;  and  the  testator  di- 
rected his  executors,  to  pay  the  legacy  duty  on  the  specific  and  pecuniary  legacies 
and  yearly  sum  given  to  A.  A,  and  the  legatees  in  remainder  were  strainers  in 
blood  to  the  testator. 

Held,  that  the  leeacy  duty  was  payable  out  of  the  testator's  residuary  estatei 
both  in  respect  to  tKe  interest  given  to  A.  and  to  those  in  remainder* 
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dendsy  or  annual  produce  thereof,  would  from  time  to 
time  produce  the  yearly  sum  of  200/.,  clear  of  the 
legacy  duty  and  all  other  deductions ;  and  he  directed 
his  trustees,  to  pay  the  annual  income  of  this  trust  fund, 
to  such  persons  as  Sarah  Morris  should  appoint,  and  in 
default  of  appointment,  to  pay  it  to  herself  for  her 
separate  use  during  her  life ;  and  after  her  decease,  he 
bequeathed  one-third  of  the  trust  fund  to  the  petitioners, 
and  the  other  two-thirds  to  other  parties.  And  he 
directed  his  trustees,  out  of  the  monies  which  should 
come  to  their  hands,  by  virtue  of  his  will,  to  pay  his 
debts,  funeral,  and  testamentary  expences  and  legacies, 
and  also  to  pay  the  legacy  duty,  payable  upon  or  in  respect 
of  the  specific  and  pecuniary  legacies,  and  yearly  sum 
given  by  his  will  and  bequeathed  to  or  in  trust  for  the 
said  Sarah  Morris.  The  testator  died  in  May  1834, 
and  Sarah  Morris  in  October  1836. 

Sarah  Morris^  and  the  several  persons  to  whom  the 
fund  was  bequeathed  on  her  death,  were  strangers  in 
blood  to  the  testator,  and  their  legacies  were  therefore 
all  subject  to  the  duty  of  10/.  per  cent  A  sufficient 
amount  of  stock  to  meet  the  annuity  had  been  ordered 
to  be  set  apart,  and  a  part  of  it  had  also  been  ordered 
to  be  transferred  to  the  petitioners;  a  question  was 
now  raised,  whether  the  legacy  duty  payable  by  thepeti- 
tionersy  in  respect  of  the  bequest,  was  payable  out  of 
the  trust  fund,  or  out  of  the  testator's  residuary  estate. 

Mr.  PemberioTij  for  the  petitioners,  contended  that 
the  legacy  duty  was  to  be  paid,  when  the  trust  fund  was 
invested,  out  of  the  residue  of  the  testator's  estate ;  and 
that  on  the  death  of  Sarah  Morris,  the  whole  of  that 
trust  fund  thus  relieved  from  legacy  duty  was  bequeathed 
to  the  petitioners,  and  the  other  legatees  in  remainder* 
He  referred  to  the  stat.  36  6.  3.  c.  52.  s.  12,  13. 

Vol.  II.  Yy  Mr. 
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18S8.  Mr.  Swansion  and  Mr.  J.  Bussell  for  the  residnacy 

legatee,  insisted  that  the  bequests  to  Sarah  Morris^  were 
alone  exempted  from  payment  of  the  legacy  duty ;  that 
the  rights  of  the  legatees,  ought  not  to  be  affected  by 
provisions,  which  had  been  introduced  into  an  act  of 
parliament,  merely  for  the  purpose  of  arranging  the 
mode  in  which  legacy  duty  should  be  paid.  If  the 
Court  approved  of  the  construction  which  had  been  put 
upon  the  statute  by  the  petitioners,  these  legatees  woold 
be  in  a  better  position  with  respect  to  the  leg^c^  duty, 
in  consequence  of  being  strangers  in  blood,  to  the 
testator,  than  they  would  have  been  in  if  they  had  been 
,  related  to  him. 

Mr.  Pembefiany  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  testator  directed  a  sufficient  amount  of  stock  to 
be  invested,  to  produce  a  clear  sum  of  200/.  a  year. 
The  Court  is  to  accomplish  the  intention  of  the  testator. 
It  became  the  duty  of  his  personal  representatives,  to 
invest  out  of  the  residue,  a  clear  sum  which  would 
produce  200/.  a  year.  When  that  had  been  done, 
Sarah  Morris  was  to  receive  the  benefit  of  that  sum  for 
her  life;  but  in  order  to  accomplish  that  purpose^  the 
representatives  of  the  testator  had  to  pay  the  full 
amount  of  the  legacy  duty,  which  the  testator  had  ex- 
pressly directed  should  be  paid  out  of  his  residuary 
estate.  The  question  is,  when  this  legacy  duty  has 
been  so  paid,  is  the  residuary  legatee  entitled  to  call 
any  part  of  it  back  again  ?    I  think  he  is  not 
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HUTCHINSON  c.  TOWNSEND.  „"»«• 

Dec,  16. 

THE  testator  in  this  case  devised  and  bequeathed  P^^'es  cn- 
his  real  and  personal  estate  to  Bobert  Sherson  and  fourth  of  an 
Bwy  Hutchinson^  in  trust  to  convert  the  same,  and  to  f^j'^'^^^J^ 
divide  the  produce  between  his  son  Bury  Hutchinson^  in  trustees, 
Elizabeth  Ursula  Hutchinson,  and  hb  three  other  daugh-  ^^slirfor'^"^ 
ters.    The  testator  declared,  that  his  trustees  should  their  one 
hold  his  daughters'  shares,  for  their  separate  use,  for  without  mak- 

life,  with  remainder  for  their  children ;  and  in  case  any  ing  thepartief 

entitled  to  the 
one  or  more  of  his  said  four  daughters  should  happen  other  three 

to  die,  without  having  or  leaving  any  child  or  children,  fourths  pwtiee 
who  should  happen  to  become  entitled  to  a  vested  in- 
terest, in  the  share  or  shares  of  and  in  the  estate,  and 
effects,  thereby  provided  for  such  child  or  children 
respectively :  then,  he  thereby  ordered  his  trustees,  to 
stand  possessed  of  such  share,  or  shares,  in  trust  for 
such  his  other  children,  as  should  be  then  living,  in- 
cluding his  said  son.  Bury  Hutchinson,  and  the  child  or 
children  of  any  of  them,  who  should  happen  to  be  then 
dead,  leaving  issue,  equally  to  be  divided  between  or 
among  them,  if  more  than  one,  share  and  share  alike ; 
the  children  to  take  their  parent's  share.  Separate 
powers  for  the  appointment  of  new  trustees  were  given, 
as  to  the  share  of  each  daughter. 

After  the  death  of  the  testator,  his  will  was  proved 
by  Bwy  Hutchinson  alone,  who  set  apart  certain  sums  as 
the  shares  of  Elizabeth  Ursula  Hutchinson,  and  the  other 
daughters.  The  share  of  Elizabeth  Ursula  Hutchinson 
was  vested  in  Bury  Hutchinson  together  with  Edward 
Tctamsend,  who  was  appointed  a  new  trustee;  and  the 
trusts  of  the  appropriated  fimd,  or  any  further  sui% 
Yy  2  which 
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Hutchinson 


1836.       which  might  toereafter  be  appropriated,  were  duly  de- 
clared by  a  deed,  dated  in  1808.   James  Tawnsend^  who 
"p."  """    was  subsequeRily  appointed  a  new  trustee,  ultimately 
TowNBBND.    liecame  the  last  surviring  trustee  of  the  funds. 

Elizabeth  Ursula  Hutchinson  died  in  October  1834*, 
unmarried,  and  her  share  thereupon  became  divisible 
between  her  brother  and  sisters,  or  their  children ;  and 
Bury  Hutchinson  having  previously  died  in  1824,  one 
fourth  part  of  the  share  of  Elizabeth  Ursula  Hutchinson 
in  the  appropriated  funds,  devolved  under  the  limit- 
ations in  the  will  of  the  testator,  upon  the  children  of 
Bury  Hutchinson^  who  were  represented  by  the  Plaintifi 
in  this  suit. 

By  this  bill  filed  against  James  Touonsend,  the  surviv- 
ing trustee  of  the  fund  in  question,  they  prayed  payment 
of  the  one  fourth  part  of  the  funds  standing  in  the  name 
of  James  Toamsend^  and  which  had  been  appropriated 
to  Elizabeth  Ursula  Hutchinson;  these  consisted  in 
the  whole  of  the  sum  of  12,906/.  165.  9d.  consols, 
95217.  2s.  6d.  reduced,  and  161/.  15;.  2d.  bank  stock. 

The  Defendant,  by  his  answer,  stated,  that  on  the  9th 
of  June  1835,  another  bill  was  filed  against  him  in  this 
Court,  praying  generally,  to  have  the  said  testator's  will 
established,  and  the  trusts  thereof  executed ;  and  to  have 
general  accounts  taken,  of  all  the  real  and  personal  estate 
and  effects  of  the  said  testator ;  and  to  have  the  same  ad- 
ministered under  the  direction  of  the  Court;  and  in  which 
bill,  claims  were  made,  at  variance  with  the  claim  set  up 
by  the  said  bill  of  the  said  Plaintiffs,  and  which  other 
suit  was  also  then  dependmg;  and  under  the  circum- 
stances, the  Defendant  wa^  advised,  that  he  could  not 
safely  execute  the  said  trusts,  or  comply  with  the  Plain- 
tiff's requests,  except  unuer  the  direction  of  the  Court; 

and 
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and  be  sabmitted,  that  the  PlaintifF^s  suit  was  insufficient        1 8S6« 

in  its  frame,  and  defective  for  want  of  parties :  as  the  re-   -/"^^^^^ 

'  Hutchinson 

lief  they  sought,  was  confined  to  one  fourth  part  or  share  t>. 

of  the  several  sums  of  12,906/.  16s,  9d.,  9521/.  2s.  6rf.,  Townsbnd. 
and  161/.  155.  2 J.,  alleged  to  have  been  invested  for  the 
one  fourth  share  of  Elizabeth  Ursula  Hutchinson  de« 
ceasedy  of  and  in  the  residuary  estate  of  the  said  tes- 
tator ;  whereas,  the  Defendant  submitted,  that  the  several 
p'ersons  interested  in  the  remaining  three  fourth  parts 
or  shares,  of  the  several  specific  trust  funds,  were  neces- 
sary parties  to  the  said  bill ;  and  moreover,  that  the  said 
bill  ought  not  to  be  confined  to  those  specific  sums,  but 
ought  to  extend  generally,  to  the  ascertaining  of  the 
whole  share  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Ursula  Hutchinson 
deceased,  of  and  in  the  residuary  estate  of  the  said  tes« 
tator;  and  that  all  the  persons  then  interested  in  the 
said  residuary  estate,  would  be  necessary  parties  to  the 
said  suit'  for  that  purpose. 

The  cause  came  on  for  hearing,  when 

Mr.  Girdlestonef  for  James  Tffamsend  the  trustee,  ob- 
jected to  this  suit  for  want  of  parties :  and  contended, 
that  the  Court  would  not  deal  with  this  fund  in  parts^ 
so  as  to  occasion  a  multiplicity  of  suits ;  for  if  the  pre- 
sent proceedings,  which  only  related  to  one  undivided 
fourth  part  of  the  fund,  were  allowed  to  proceed,  there 
would  be  nothing  to  prevent  the  parties,  entided  to  the 
other  three  fourths,  instituting  separate  suits  for  their 
distinct  portions.  That  if  the  principle  were  once  ad- 
mitted, the  only  limit  to  the  number  of  suits  respecting 
the  same  fund,  would  be  the  number  of  claimants  on  it. 
He  also  contended,  that  the  other  existing  suit  formed 
an  objection  to  this  suit  proceeding;  and  that  it  did  not 
appear  that  the  whole  property  of  the  testator  had  been 
divided  and  appropriated. 

Yy  S  Mr. 
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Hutchinson 

V. 
TOWNBBND. 


Mr.  PemberUm  and  WUbraham^  for  the  FUuntifl^  and 
Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Paton^  for  a  Defendant  in  die 
same  interest,  contended,  that  the  fund  having  been  as- 
certained and  set  apart,  now  formed  no  part  of  the  tes- 
tator's estate ;  they  relied  on  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Snow,  {a) 
In  that  case,  the  Pluntiff  was  entitled  to  one  seventh  €»f 
certain  funds,  standing  in  the  name  of  trustees ;  and  he 
filed  his  bill  against  the  trustees,  and  theceshdsquetruMl 
of  the  other  six  sevenths,  to  have  the  one  seventh  tFBn»- 
ferred ;  four  of  the  parties  entitled  to  the  other  sevenths 
demurred  for  want  of  equity,  and  Sir  John  Leach  allowed 
the  demurrer.  That  case,  they  contended,  shewed  that 
it  would  have  been  improper]  to  have  made  the  several 
parties  entitled  to  the  other  portions  of  the  funds  parties 
to  this  suit,  and  was  an  express  decision  in  &vour  of 
the  correctness  of  the  frame  of  the  present  bilL 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  it  would  be  veiy 
inconvenient  to  encourage  suits  of  this  description ;  but 
considering  the  decision  of  the  Vice-chancellor  in  the 
case  cited;  and  that  these  funds  had  been  distinctly 
appropriated,  and  that  one  fourth  belonged  to  these 
persons,  he  must  overrule  the  objection.  His  Lordship 
observed,  that  he  should,  however,  be  sorry  to  see  suits 
generally,  constituted  as  this  was. 

(a)  3  Mad.  10. 
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TABBERNOR  v.  TABBERNOR.  Nov.  2. 

PX1HIS  was  a  motion,  made  after  replication,  on  behalf  A  Bill  having 

•*-   of  Mr.  WiUiam  Tabbernor,  one  of  the  Co-plaintiffs  ^XS^thc 

in  the  suit,  that  his  name  might  be  struck  out  as  one  authority 

of  the  Plaintifis  to  the  bill  filed  in  this  cause ;  and  that  Co-plaintiffs^ 

his  costs  of  suit  and  of  this  application  might  be  paid  ^^^  Court, 

by  the  solicitor  who  filed  the  bill.  tion,  ordered 

his  name  to  be 
struck  out  as 
It  appeared,  on  affidavit,  that  William  Tabbemor  had  Co-plaintifi; 

been  made  a  Co-plaintiff  in  the  suit  without  his  autho-  of  8uit1in?of 

rity,  sanction,  or  concurrence ;  and  from  circumstances  the  apph*ca- 

discovered  by  him,  it  appeared,  that  his  interests  in  the  try  ^he^soHator 

matters  of  the  suit,  were  quite  adverse  to  those  of  the  ^.!l^  ^^^  '^^ 

other  Co-plaintiffi. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Burge^  m  support  of  the 
motion. 

Mr.  Wright^  for  the  solicitor  who  had  filed  the  bill, 
admitted  that  there  had  been  no  distinct  authority  given 
to  commence  proceedings ;  but  he  contended,  that  in- 
asmuch as  Mr.  Tabbemor  had  sanctioned  some  other 
proceedings  relative  to  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit, 
the  solicitor  ought  not  to  be  visited  with  the  costs. 

Mr.  Lofwndesj  for  the  only  Defendant  within  the 
jurisdiction,  did  not  object  to  the  motion,  but  asked  for 
his  costs  of  appearance. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

There  is  no  doubt  in  this  particular  case,  although 

there  is  sometimes  a  difficulty,  where  a  party  has,  by 

Yy  4  acquiescence, 
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Tabbcr^ok 

V, 

TAiBEBKOU. 


acquiescence,  entitled  the  Defendants  to  protection  as  to 
the  costs.  The  question  is,  whether  Mr.  Talbemor  is 
bound  to  remain  in  conjunction  with  the  other  Plaintiffi, 
or  whether  he  is  to  be  released  from  that  union.  There 
is  evidently  a  question  on  the  bill,  between  WUUam 
Tahbemor  and  the  other  Plaintiffs;  and  there  being 
such  a  question,  it  cannot  be  discussed  between  the  Co* 
plaintifis ;  he  is  therefore  entitled  to  be  severed.  But 
at  whose  cost  is  he  to  be  relieved?  The  first  consi- 
deration is,  whether  Keene,  the  solicitor,  had  authority 
from  William  Tabhemor  to  file  a  bill :  —  It  is  admitted 
that  he  had  not ;  Keene  is  therefore  answerable.  Ac- 
cording to  the  strict  practice,  there  ought  to  be  a 
warrant  in  writing  to  authorise  the  solicitor  to  com* 
mence  proceedings ;  it  is  sometimes,  however,  dispensed 
with,  at  the  peril  of  the  solicitor ;  had  the  party  here 
acquiesced,  it  would  be  another  question :  but  no  such 
point  arises,  there  is  no  proof  of  any  acquiescence,  and 
without  any  imputation  on  the  solicitor,  who  probably 
conceived  that  he  did  the  best,  yet  he  has  done  an  act 
for  which  he  had  no  authority,  and  the  application  must, 
therefore,  be  granted  with  costs. 


1838. 
Jtdy  S5. 

It  b  contrary 
to  the  policy 
of  the  Mort- 


The  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  WILSON. 


npHE  object  of  this  information  was  to  carry  into 
**-    execution  certain  charitable  trusts  founded  by  the 


main  Acts  and  yf\\\  of  Dorothi  Wilson^  dated  in  1710. 
to  the  usual 


By  the  decree 
practice  oTthe  of  the   19th  February  1834,  it  was  referred  to  the 

Master, 


Court,  to  al- 
low money  be- 
longing to  a  charity  to  be  invested  iu  land,  even  for  the  purpose  of  enlarging  the 
charity. 
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Master,  to  settle  and  approve  of  a  proper  scheme  for 
the  management  of  the  charity  estates,  and  enlargement 
of  the  charities ;  and  for  the  application  of  the  future 
rents  and  profits  of  the  same  estates ;  and  the  proper 
regulation  of  the  schools  and  hospitals ;  and  the  Master 
was  to  state  such  scheme,  with  his  opinion  thereon,  to 
the  Court.  The  Court  reserved  to  itself,  the  consider- 
ation, whether  for  the  purpose  of  effectuating  such 
scheme,  it  might  or  might  not  be  necessary  to  apply  for 
the  aid  of  parliament 


I8S8. 

The 

Attouney- 

Genjsral 

V. 

Wilson. 


By  the  report,  dated  the  6th  of  March  1838,  the 
Master  certified,  amongst  other  things,  that  the  relators 
had  submitted  to  him,  that  the  present  hospital  at  Foss 
Bridge  End^  was  only  adapted  for  the  reception  of  ten 
poor  women ;  but  besides  the  rooms  occupied  by  such 
women,  there  was  a  room  in  which  the  meetings  of  the 
trustees  were  held ;  and  a  school-room,  in  which  the 
boys  were  taught ;  and  the  dwelling-house,  in  which  the 
schoolmaster    resided,  immediately  adjoined  the  said 


That  in  order  to  furnish  accommodation  in  the  said 
hospital  for  the  reception  of  six  women,  over  and  above 
the  number  limited  by  the  testatrix's  will,  thereinafter 
proposed  to  be  admitted,  the  relators  had  submitted,  that 
the  said  dwelling-house  occupied  by  the  master,  and  the 
said  room  used  for  the  meeting  of  the  trustees,  should 
be  respectively  altered  and  fitted  up,  so  that  each  of 
the  said  six  additional  women,  might  have  a  room  ap- 
propriated for  her  own  residence.  That  as  the  school- 
master, was  required  by  the  testatrix's  will,  to  read 
prayers  daily,  to  the  inmates  of  the  hospital,  the  trustees 
had  submitted,  that  in  order  to  enable  him  to  comply  with 
the  testatrix's  directions,  in  that  respect,  and  to  attend 

to 
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to  his  daties  as  scfaoolmasteri  it  was  expedient  that  he 
should  have  a  residence  provided  for  him,  adjoining  to^ 
or  near  the  hospital,  and  that  the  school  for  the  boys^ 
should  be  contiguous  to  his  residence.  That  there 
were  five  freehold  cottages,  and  a  court  or  yard,  and 
certain  out-buildings  thereto  belonging,  situate  near 
Fbss  Bridge,  in  the  city  of  York^  belon^g  to  fVSIiam 
Whitehead,  which  immediately  adjoined  upon  the  ho- 
spital, buildings,  and  premises  at  Foss  Bridge  End;  and 
the  relators  were  advised,  that  by  taking  down  part  of 
the  said  cottages  and  buildings,  and  with  a  portion  of 
the  yard  belonging  to  the  hospital,  an  eligible  site 
would  be  afforded,  whereon  to  erect  a  school-house, 
su£Bcient  for  the  accommodation  of  sixty  boys,  together 
with  a  house,  suitable  for  the  residence  of  the  school 
master  and  his  family.  That  the  said  WiUiam  White^ 
head  had  offered  to  sell  to  the  relators,  the  fee  simple 
and  inheritance,  of  the  cottages  and  premises  above- 
mentioned,  for  the  sum  of  600/.;  and  the  estimated 
expense  of  building  a  new  school-house  and  school- 
master's house,  and  of  making  the  alterations  in  the 
hospital  and  present  schoolmaster's  house,  and  fitting 
up  the  same  as  thereinbefore  mentioned,  would  not 
altogether  exceed  the  sum  of  500/.  And  the  said 
relators  therefore  proposed,  the  following,  as  part  of  the 
scheme,  for  the  management  of  the  charity  estates,  and 
enlargement  of  the  said  charities,  and  for  the  application 
of  the  future  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  estates,  and 
the  proper  conduct  and  regulation  of  the  said  several 
schools  and  hospital;  that  is  to  say,  that  in  order  to 
furnish  accommodation  in  the  said  hospital,  for  the  re- 
ception of  six  additional  women,  the  dwelling-house 
occupied  by  the  master,  and  the  room  used  for  the 
meeting  of  the  trustees,  should  be  altered  and  fitted 
up,  so  that  each  of  the  said  additional  women,  might 

have 
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have  a  room  appropriated  for  her  own  residence.  tFhat 
in  order  to  enable  the  schoolmaster,  to  perform  the 
duties  imposed  on  him  by  the  testatrix's  will,  he  shiould 
have  a  residence  provided  for  him.  That  the  five 
cottages  and  land  belonging  to  William  Whitethead, 
should,  on  a  good  title  being  made  thereto,  be  pur- 
chased for  any  sum  not  exceeding  the  sum  of  600/.; 
and  that,  on  the  site  thereof,  a  school-house  sufficient 
for  the  accommodation  of  sixty  boys,  together  with  a 
house,  suitable  for  the  residence  of  the  schoolniaster 
and  his  fiunily,  should  be  erected  at  an  expense  not 
exceeding  the  sum  of  500/. 
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The  Master  approved  of  the  scheme;  and  the  cause 
coming  on  for  fiirther  directions,  it  was  proposed],  that 
the  report  of  the  Master,  and  the  scheme  therein  ap- 
proved of,  should  be  confirmed. 

The  charity  property,  it  appeared,  consisted  of  land 
producing  5S0L  a  year,  and  1720/.  S  per  cent  an- 
nuities. 

Sbr  C.  WethereU  and  Mr.  O.  Anderdon^  for  the  re- 
lators. 

Mr.  Wrat/f  for  the  Attorney-General. 

The  question  which  arose,  was  whether  it  was  con- 
sonant with  the  policy  of  the  Mortmain  Acts,  and  the 
usual  practice  of  the  Court,  to  order  charity  funds  to  be 
laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land,  which  would  thus  be- 
come unalienable. 


The 
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The 
Attorn  EY- 

G£N£RAI» 
V, 

Wilson. 


Tiie  second  section  of  the  Mortmain  Act^  9G.  2. 
r.  36.  (a),  and  the  AUomey-General  v.  7%^  Nem  Eng- 
land Ckmpany  (6),  were  relied  on. 

The 


{a)  iBj  this  act,  which  is  en« 
dtled,  **  An  Act  to  restrain  the 
disposition  of  lands j  whereby 
the  smne  becomes  unalienahie  ;^* 
after  reciting  *Uhat  gifts  or  alien- 
ations of  lands,  tenemenU,  or 
heredfttaments  in  nortman,  are 
prohibcited  or  restrained  by  Mag' 
na  6^Aa:rfa,anddivers  other  whole- 
some ilaws*,  as  prejudicial  to 
and  agiainst  the  common  utility  ^ 
nevertheless,  this  public  mischief 
had  of  late  greatly  increased,  by 
many  large  and  improvident  ali- 
enations, or  dispositions  made  by 
languishing  or  dying  persons,  or 
by  other- persons,  to  uses  called 
charitable  uses,  to  take  place 
after  their  deaths,  to  the  dis- 
herison of  their  lawful  heirs;" 
for  remedy  whereof  it  is  enacted, 
that  from  and  after  the  24th  of 
June  n 56^  no  manors,  lands,  &c. 
nor  amy  sum,  &c.  or  any  other 
personal  estate  whatsoever,  to 
be  laid  out  or  disposed  of  in  the 
purchtise  of  any  lands,  &c.  **  shall 
be  given,  granted,  aliened,  li- 
mited, released,  transferred,  as- 
signed, or  appointed,  or  anyways 
conveyed  or  settled  to  or  upon 
any  pei*son  or  persons,  bodies 


politick  or  corporate,  or  other- 
wise, for  any  estate  or  interest 
whatsoever,  or  anyways  chai^ged 
or  incumbered  by  any  person  or 
persons  whatsoever,  in  trust,  or 
for  the  benefit  of  any  charitable 
uses  whatsoever;"  unless  snch 
gift,  conveyance,  &c.  be  made  by 
deed,  in  the  presence  of  two  wit- 
nesses, twelve  calendar  months 
at  least  before  the  death  of  such 
donor  or  grantor,and  be  enrolled 
in  Chancery,  within  six  calendar 
months  after  the  execution  there- 
of; and  unless  such  stocks  be 
transferred  six  calendar  months 
before  the  death  of  such  donor 
or  grantor,  and  unless  the  same 
be  made  to  take  effect  in  posses- 
sion for  the  charitable  use  in- 
tended, immediately  from  the 
making  thereof,  and  be  without 
any  power  of  revocation,  reserv- 
ation, &c.  for  the  benefit  of 
the  donor  or  grantor,  or  of  any 
person  or  persons  claiming  under 
him. 

The  second  section  provides, 
**  that  nothing  hereinbefore 
mentioned  relating  to  the  seal- 
ing and  delivering  of  any  deed 
or  deeds,  twelve  calendar  months 
at 


*  See  Magna  Charta,9  Hen*5, 
c,  36.,  7  JSd,  1.  St.  2.,  13  Ed.  1. 
c.  32.,  15  Ed.  1.  c.  33.,  15  Ed.  U 
c.  41.,  18  Ed.  1.  St.  1.,  c.  3., 
27  Ed.  K  */.  2.,  34  Ed.  1.  rf.3., 
l%Ed.5.  tt.S.  c.3.^  ISR.2.  C.5., 
21  Hen.  8.  c.  6.  #•  5.,  23  Hen.  8. 


e.  10.,  1  &  2  Ph.  ^  Mar.  e.  S. 
«.  51.,  3S  El.  c.  7.  s.  27.,  39  EL 
C.S.,  43  EL  C.4.,  21  Jae.  c.  I., 
13  &  \ACar.2.  c.l2.,  l7Car.2. 
e,3.  s.  7.,  22  Car.  2.  c.  6.  s.  10., 
29  Car.  2.  c.  8.,  7&  8  W.3.  c.  37. 
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77ie  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  cin  ium^ 
stances  of  the  case). 

It  is  contended,  that  under  the  second  sectio  n  (c) 
of  the  9  G.  2.  c.  36.>  the  proposed  purchase  of  addil  ionnl 
land  may  lawfully  and  properly  be  made,  out  o  f  the 
3  per  cent  annuities  now  belonging  to  the  charity. . 

In  support  of  the  argument,  the  case  of  the  Ait  omey^ 
General  v.  The  New  England  Company^  which  was  heard 
before  Lord  Eldon  on  the  8th  oi  August  1808,  wai  :  cited. 
The  Nem  England  Company  possessed  land  of  the  i  value 
of  1250/.,  they  had  a  licence  to  hold  land  in  moi  .*tmain, 
to  the  value  of  2000/.,  and  the  Master  approve  d  of  a 
scheme,  whereby  it  was  proposed,  that  certain  Sc  uth  Sea 
stock,  and  S  per  cent,  annuities  should  be  sold,  and  the 
money  to  arise  from  the  sale  thereof,  should  he  laid 
out  in  the  purchase  of  land  in  Great  Britain  for  the 
benefit  of  the  charity;  Lord  Eldon  confirr  aed  the 
report,  and  ordered  that  when  a  proper  '  purchase 
should  ofier,  wherein  to  lay  out  the  accumul  ations  of 
the  charity  fund,  in  Greai  BritaiUf  the  Defend:  ints  were 
to  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  the  Court,  as  th  ey  should 
be  advised.  It  does  not  appear,  that  anythin  g  else  was 
done  in  the  cause,  nor  upon  what  argument  ^  or  under 
what  circumstances,  the  order  was  made ;  and  after 
considering  the  second  clause  of  the  statu  te,  and  the 

(  >bservations 


1838. 


Attornky- 
Gefieeal 

WasoK. 


at  least  before  the  death  of  the 
grantor,  or  to  the  transfer  of  any 
Btock,  six  calendar  months  before 
the  death  of  the  grantor  or  per- 
son making  such  transfer,  shall 
extend,  or  be  construed  to  ex- 
tend, to  any  purchase  of  any 
estate  or  interest  in  lands,  tene- 
ments, or  hereditaments,  or  any 
transfer  of  any  stock,  to  be  made 
really  and  bond  Jide  for  a  full 


and  valuable  co  osderation  ac- 
tually paid  at  or  before  the  mak- 
ing such  convey  ance  or  transfer 
without  fraud  o   r  collusion." 

(5)  The  circr  onstances  of  this 
case  are  stated  in  his  Lordship's 
judgment. 

(c)  The  obj(  *ct  of  this  section 
is  declared  b  y  the  statute  of 
9  6.4.  c  85. 


ess 
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obs€  vrations  of  Lord  Hardwieie  in  the  case  of  Vio^ian 
V.  F  *arrar  {a)f  it  appears  to  me,  that  although  sach  a 
pure  hase  as  is  now  proposed,  might  be  kwful,  yet  that 
it  Wi  raid  be  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  statute,  and 
conti  ?ary  to  the  usual  practice  of  this  Court,  to  sancdon 
it;  ai  id  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  I  cannot  approve 
of  tb  e  scheme  and  confirm  the  report,  without  a  qoali- 
ficati<  3n  or  exception,  as  to  that  part,  which  relates  to  the 
propc  >sed  purchase,  and  referring  it  back  to  the  Master^ 
to  api  )roye  of  some  other  mode  of  providing  an  addittoa 
to  the  }  school,  and  a  residence  for  the  schoolmaster. 


(a)  8  Vei.  sen.  18S. 


June  93. 
Aug,  9. 

The  Master's 
certificate  of  a 
Defendant's 
default  in  the 
production  of 
papers, 
founded  on 
an  admission 
contained  in 
the  answer  of 


KEMP  V.  WADE. 


Tf^Jk  lES  MJCKAYj  one  of  the  Defendants  in  this 
^  cau  se,  by  his  answer,  denied  that  he  had  in  his 
possessio  n  any  papers,  &c.,  relating  to  the  matters  in 
question,  except  the  probate  of  the  will  of  Oeorge 
Mackay. 

By  the  i  decree,  it  was  ordered  that  the  parties  should 

h^n-egularr^'  P^'^duce  be  fore  the  Master  upon  oath,  all  deeds  &c^  in 

Where  the    their  custoi  ly,  or  power,  relating  to  the  matters  in  ques- 

b^asissu^dupon  ^^^^  >  ^"^  sl  iould  be  examined  on  interrogatories,  as  the 

an  irregular      Master  shoi  dd  direct 

certificate  of 

default,  in  the 

production 

of  papers, 

before  the 

Master,  the 

proper  course 

IS  to  apply  to 

the  Court  to 

discharee  the  order,  and  take  the  ( certificate  off  the  file ;  and  not  to  take  exeq^tiont 

to  the  Master's  certificate. 


James  Ma  ckay  was  examined  upon  interrogatories  in 
the  Master's  office,  but  his  answer  contained  no  further 
admission  of  •  the  possession  of  documents. 

The 
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The  answer  of  a  Mr.  Bowsofij  who  had  been  originally  1 8d8« 
a  Defendant  to  the  suit»  but  had  been  dbmissed  at  the 
hearing  of  the  cause^  was  read  in  the  Master's  office^  as 
evidence  of  Rawson^s  having  in  his  possession  on  behalf, 
and  as  the  solicitor  of  Mr.  James  Mackajf^  of  several  deeds 
and  writings,  and  to  shew  that  they  were  really  in  the 
custody  or  power  of  Mackay.  These  deeds  and  writings 
not  having  been  produced  by  Mackay^  the  Master  issued 
his  certificate  of  default,  whereby  he  stated,  that  the 
answer  of  Rcm^son  sworn  in  this  cause,  and  the  answer 
of  the  Defendant  Mackay,  and  his  examination  being 
read  before  him,  he  (the  Master),  humbly  certified  **  that 
Mackay  had  not,  pursuant  to  the  decree,  produced  before 
him,  all  or  any  of  the  books,  papers,  or  writings  in  his 
custody  or  power,  relating  to  the  matters  in  question  in 
this  cause ;  although  he  had  been  duly  summoned  so  to 
do,''  except  the  probate  which  he  had  left  in  his  office. 

The  four  day  order  thereupon  issued,  whereby 
Mackay  was  ordered  within  four  days  after  notice  to 
his  clerk  in  Court,  to  produce  before  the  Master  all 
books,  papers,  and  writings,  in  his  custody  or  power, 
relating  to  the  matters  in  question  in  the  cause ;  or  in 
default,  that  the  Serjeant-at-arms  should  apprehend 
him,  and  bring  him  to  the  bar  of  the  Court  to  answer 
his  contempt. 

A  motion  was  now  made  on  behalf  of  Mackay^  to 
take  the  certificate  off  the  file,  and  to  discharge  the  four 
day  order. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Walker^  for  the  motion,  cited 
Janes  v.  Pawdl.  (a) 

Mr. 
(a)  \Sim.SH7, 
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1838.  Mr.  Tinna/i   contri^   contended  that  the  objection 

ought  to  be  taken  by  way  of  exception  to  the  Master's 
certificate,  and  not  by  motion;  he  cited  ChenneU  ▼. 
Martin,  {a) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  was  a  motion  to  take  the  Master's  certificate  off 
the  file,  and  to  discharge  the  four  day  order,  which  had 
been  issued  upon  it 

The  certificate  was  of  the  Defendant's  default,  in  the 
production  of  deeds,  papers,  and  writings  in  his  pos- 
session. 

It  was  objected,  that  in  the  proceedings,  the  Master 
had  charged  the  Defendant,  with  the  possession  of 
deeds,  not  upon  any  statement,  admission,  or  examina- 
tion of  himself,  but  on  evidence  consisting  of  the  answer 
of  another  Defendant 

The  objection  appears  to  me  to  be  founded  in  fact, 
and  to  be  valid,  {b) 

But  an  objection  was  then  made  to  the  regularity  of 
the  application  ;  and  it  was  urged,  that  exceptions  ought 
to  have  been  taken  to  the  Master's  certificate.  Upon 
this  point  I  took  time  for  inquiry,  and  the  Masters  have 
done  me  the  favour,  to  give  me  their  assistance,  upon  a 
point,  which  materially  afiects  the  practice  of  their 
ofiices ;  and  they  state  to  me,  that  the  mode  of  pro- 
ceeding in  cases  of  a  certificate  of  default  in  not  pro- 
ducing deeds,  &c.,  is  for  the  party  applying  for  the 
[iroduction,  to  obtain  the  usual  four  day  order,  and  then 
for  the  other  party  to  apply  to  the  Court  to  discharge 
the  order,  and  take  the  certificate  off  the  file. 

(a)  4  Sim.  340.         {h)  See  Hoarc  Vt  Johnstone^  anti,  655. 
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PEACOCKE  V.  PARES.  •W>4.so. 

"D  Y  this  suit,  the  Plaintiff,  Amelia  Peacockcy  claimed,  Construction 
"^  under  the  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  her  accruer  "in 

father  Sir  Thomas  Hussey  Apreece  deceased,  to  be  en-  ca«cofany 

•  •  younger  son 

titled  to  a  portion  of  6000/.,  to  be  raised  out  of  the  estates  becoming  an 

comprised  in  that  settlement^  by  means  of  a  term  of  ^^?,'  ^^  ^"'^ 

500  years  vested  in  the  Defendants  Pares^  and  Samuel     An  estate 

and  Thomas  Miles.    The  Defendant  Sir  Thomas  George  Tto^^t  *^ 

Apreece  was  now,  under  another  title,  tenant  for  life  of  ^'^  rcmaind- 

these  estates,  subject  to  the  term :  and  he  admitted  that  and  other  sons 

the  Plaintiff,  Mrs.  Peacocke,  was  entitled  to  a  portion  of  '°  *"*'*  *°<* 

4000/.,  but  msisted  that  she  was  not  entitled  to  6000/.      created,  for 

raising  por- 
tions for 
By  the  marriage  settlement  dated  in  1771,  the  estates  younger  chil- 

were  limited  to  Sir  Tliomas  Hussey  Apreece  for  life;  with  tcrests  vested* 

remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remain-  5"  •^""  «t 

ders;  with  remainder  to  trustees  for  a  term  of  ninety-  but  payable 

nine  years,  to  secure  a  jointure  to  his  wife;  with  remainder  °?^  ^®  ^^}^ 

to  the  trustees  for  a  term  of  500  years ;  with  remainder  was  provided, 

to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  marriage  in  tail  male;  anVof  the* 

with  remainders  over;  and  it  was  declared,  that  the  estates  younger  sons 

were  vested  in  the  trustees  for  500  years,  on  trust,  in  ^^  ^\^^^  ^^ 

case  there  should  be  any  child  or  children  of  the  said  only  son,  his 

.  ,  portion  should 

Thomas  Hussey  Apreece^  by  the  said  Dorothea  Ashby  accrue  to  the 

(other  than  and  besides  an  eldest  or  only  son),  then  the  ^^had'two^"' 

said  two  trustees  should  raise  and  levy,  such  sum  and  sons,  B.  and 

sums  of  money,  for  the  portion  and  portions  of  all  and  daughter*  B. 

every  such  child  and  children,  (other  than  and  besides  an  attained 

eldest  or  only  son),  as  were  thereinafler  mentioned,  (that  is  suffered  a  re- 

tQ   covery,  where- 
by he  de- 
stroyed C.'s  estate  in  remainder:  B.  died  in  1807,  leaving  C,  an  infant,  to  whom 
he  devised  the  estate  for  his  life.    A,  died  in  1833 :  Hel(C  that  C.  was  not  entitled 
to  participate  in  the  portion. 

Vol.  II.  Z  z 
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18S8.  to  say);  in  case  there  should  be  but  one  such  child,  then 
the  sum  of  6000/.  for  the  portion  of  such  one  child ;  to 
be  paid  at  such  times,  and  in  such  manner  as  the  said 
Thomas  Hussey  Apreece  should  in  manner  therein  men- 
tioned appoint;  and  in  default  of  such  appointment,  to  be 
paid  to,  and  in  such  case,  to  be  an  interest  vested  in  soch 
child,  being  a  son,  at  his  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and 
being  a  daughter,  at  her  age  of  twenty-one  years  or  day 
of  marriage,  which  should  first  happen ;  and  in  case 
there  should  be  two  such  children,  and  no  more,  then 
the  sum  of  8000/.  for  their  portions;  and  in  case  there 
should  be  three  or  more  such  children,  then  the  sum  of 
12,000/.  for  their  portions;  the  said  portions  for  two  or 
more  such  children,  to  be  paid  and  payable,  to  and  be- 
tween, or  among  them,  in  such  shares,  and  in  such  manner, 
as  the  said  Sir  Thomas  Hussey  Apreece  should,  in  manner 
therein  mentioned,  appoint;  and  in  default  of  snch  ap- 
pointment, then  the  same  to  be  equally  divided  between  or 
among  them ;  the  portions  of  two  such  children  or  more, 
in  case  of  no  appointment  to  the  contrary,  to  belong  to^ 
and  be  an  interest  vested  in  such  of  the  said  children,  as 
should  be  a  son  or  sons,  at  his  or  their  respective  age  or 
ages  of  twenty-one  years ;  and  in  such  of  them  as  should 
be  a  daughter  or  daughters,  at  her  and  their  respective 
age  or  ages  of  twenty-one  years,  or  day  or  days  of  mar- 
riage, which  should  first  happen ;  but  to  be  payable  and 
paid  at  the  times  thereinafter  mentioned,  (that  was  to 
say),  the  portion  and  portions  of  such  younger  son  or 
younger  sons,  to  be  paid  to  such  of  them,  as  should  be 
under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  the  said  Tliomas  Hussey  Apreece^  when,  and 
as,  they  should  respectively  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years;  and  to  such  of  them  as  should  attain  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Uumas 
Hussey  Apreece^  at  the  end  of  six  cale&dar  months  next 
after  his  decease ;  with  interest  finom  hia  deaths  aftv  the 

rate 
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rate  of  SL  for  every  1002.  for  a  year.  And  the  portion  1888. 
and  portions  of  such  daughter  and  daughters,  to  be 
paid  to  such  of  them  as  should  be  under  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  and  unmarried,  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  the  said  JTiomas  Husset^  Apreece^  at  her  and 
their  respective  age  or  ages  of  twenty-one  years,  or  day 
or  days  of  marriage,  which  should  first  happen ;  and  to 
such  of  the  said  daughters,  as  should  attain  the  age  of 
twentyK>ne  years,  or  be  married  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
9BliL  Thomas  Hussey  Jpreece^  at  the  end  of  six  calendar 
months,  next  after  his  death,  with  interest  firom  his 
death. 

The  settlement  contained  the  following  proviso:^ 
Provided  always^  and  it  is  hereby  agreed  and  declare 
that  in  case  any  of  the  yoUnger  sons,  entitled  to  the 
portions  under  the  trusts  of  the  said  term  of  500  years, 
shall  happen  to  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
or  become  an  eldest  or  only  son;  or  any  of  the  daughters, 
shall  happen  to  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years 
and  unmarried;  then  the  portion  or  portions,  hereby 
provided  for  every  such  child  so  dying,  and  for  every 
such  younger  son  so  becoming  an  eldest  or  only  son, 
shall,  from  time  to  time,  accrue  and  belong  unto^  and 
vest  in,  the  survivors  or  survivor,  or  others  and  other  of 
the  said  children;  to  be  equally  divided  between  or 
among  them,  if  more  than  one,  and  paid  at  such  times, 
and  in  such  manner,  as  is  hereinbefore  directed  and 
provided,  couceming  his,  her,  and  their  original  portion 
Qt  portions ;  or  so  soon  after,  as  such  event  or  events 
shall  happen;  so  as,  in  case  there  be  but  two  such 
surviving  or  other  children,  they  shall  have  no  more 
than  the  sum  of  8000^  between  them  for  their  portions ; 
and  in  case  there  be  but  one  such  surviving  or  other 
child,  he  or  she  shall  have  no  more  than  the  sum  of 
6000/.  for  his  or  her  portion,  by  virtue  of  or  under  the 
%z  2  trusts, 
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IBSS.      trasts,  of  the  said  term  of  500  years.    ProiAded  alscs 
and  it  is  hereby  farther  agreed  and  declared,  that  if  any  ' 
sam  or  sums  of  money,  shall,  by  Tirtne  of  "die  proTiao  ' 
herein  last  before  inserted  and  oontidiied,  vest  in,  and 
devolve  upon,  any  such  child  or  children,  by  way  of 
survivorship  or  accruer  as  aforesaid:  then,  all  such  sum ^ 
and  sums  of  money,  so  vesting,  devolving,  and  accruing 
as  aforesaid,  shall  from  time  to  time,  as  the  case  shall 
so  happen,  be  subject  and  liable  to  such  farther  right, 
condition,  and  contingency  of  accruer  or  survivorship, 
in  favour,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  surviving,  and  other 
and  others  of  the  said  child  and  children,  as  is  herein- 
before  declared,  of  and  concerning  the  original  portion 
and  portions,  of  any  of  the  said  child  and  children  as 
aforesaid ;  so  as,  in  case  there  be  but  two  such  surviving 
or  other  children,  they  shall  have  no  more  than  the  sum 
of  8000/.  between  them^  and  if  there  sliall  be  but  one 
such  surviving  or  other  child,  he  or  she  shall  have  no 
more  than  the  sum  of  6000/.  by  virtue  of  or  under  the 
said  trust.     Provided  always,  and  it  is  hereby  agreed 
and  declared,  that  no  sale  or  mortgage  shall  be  made 
by  the  trustee  or  trustees  of  the  said  term  of  500  years,* 
for  the  time  being,  of  any  part  of  the  premises  com*-' 
prised  in'  the  same  term,  until  some  or  one  of  lii^ 
portions,  to  be  raised  under  the  trusts  of  the  same  term, ' 
shall  become  payable,  or  be  directed  to  be  paid  la 
aforesaid. 

I 

There  were  three  children  of  the  marriage,  Sir 
Shuckburgh  Ashhf  Apreeee  the  eldest  soh,  Thomas 
George^  now  the  Defendant,  Sir  71  G.  Apreece,  the  only 
other  son,  and  the  Plaintiff  Mrs.  Peacocke^  the  only 
daughter. 

On  the  17th  December  1794,  Shuckburgh^  AsUfy 
Apreece  attained  his  age  of  twenty*one  years.    He  was 

tenant 
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tenant  in  tail  in  remainder,  and  in  September  1798,       1939*, 


Pmcp9I» 


being  aboat  to  many,  it  was  agreed  between  him  and 
his  father,  the  tenant  for  life^  to  bar  the  estates  tail  ~^vT^ 
limited  by  the  settlement  of  1771.  Recoveries  were  '*^**^ 
accordingly  suffered;  the  estates  tail  created  by  that 
settlement  were  barred  and  destroyed;  and  it  was  de- 
clared, that  subject  to  the  term  of  ninety-nine  yeairs 
for  securing  the  jointure,  and  the  term  of  500  years  for 
SQcariog  portions,  the  same  recoveries  should  enure  to 
tbo  wses  expressed  in  an  indenture  dated  the  29th  day 
of  September  1798,  being  the  settlement  made  on  the 
marriage  of  Shuckburgh  Ashby  Apreece.  The  uses,, after 
a  life  estate  in  part  of  the  property  to  Sir  Thomas  Hm* 
sey  Apreece^  were  declared  to  Shuddnargh  AMy  Apreece 
for  life,  t  with  remainder  (which  never  took  effect)  to  the 
children  of  his  marriage,  with  remainder  to  Shuckburgh 
Astbtf  Apreece  in  fee. 

The  ultimate  remainders  being  thus  limited  to  Shuck-' 
burgh  Ashby  Apreece  in  fee^  and  in  the  events  which . 
happened,  the  limitations  to  his  children  not  having 
taken  'effect,  Shuckburgh  Ashby  Apreece  became  (subject 
to  the  life  interest  of  his  father.  Sir  Jhamas  Htissey 
Apreeecj  in  a  portion  of  the  estates,  and  to  the  incum* 
brances  to  which  all  the  estates  were  subject,)  absolutely 
entitled  to  them  for  his  own  use- 
Under  these  circumstances,  Shuckburgh  Ashby  Apreece 
made  his  will;  and  thereby  he  devised  the  estates^  sub- 
ject to  the  prior  limitations  and  incumbrances,  to  the 
use  of  his  brother,  the  Defendant  Sir  Thomas  Gemge 
Apreeccj  for  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve 
contingent  remainders,  with  remainder  to  the  first  and 
other  sons  of  Sir  Thomas  George  Apreece  in  tail  male, 
with  remainders  over. 

Zz  S  The 
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1888.  The  testator  Shuckburgh  AzMy  Apreece  died  on  the 

5th  of  October  ISO?,  without  having  bad  issue^  leaving 
the  Defendant  Sir  Thomas  G.  Apreece^  his  only  brotho*, 
then  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  bim  surviving. 

Mrs.  Peacoeke^  his  only  sister,  had  married  in  Augtat 
1801.  Sir  TkomcLS  Hussey  Apreece^  the  fiither,  lived 
till  1888,  and  died  on  the  27th  of  Mey  in  that  year, 
without  having  exercised  any  power,  which  he  had,  to 
affect  the  portions;  and  upon  his  death,  the  portion  or 
portions,  secured  by  the  term  of  500  years,  became  pay- 
able as  in  default  of  appointment. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  SideboHom^  for  the  Fhunti^ 
contended,  that  on  the  death  of  Skuckburgh  AMjf 
Apreece^  Sir  Thomas  George  Apreece^  having  become  the 
only  son,  ceased  to  be  entitled  to  any  portion ;  and  that 
Mrs.  Peacocke^  as  Hhe  only  daughter,  was  entitled  to  a 
portion  of  6000/. 

That  where  portions  are  provided  for  younger  chfl- 
dren,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  eldest,  the  vesting  even,  of 
portions,  was  only  sub  modoy  there  being  an  implied 
condition  annexed  to  such  vesting,  that  the  party  claim- 
ing, should  continue  to  bear  the  character  of  younger 
child,  down  to  the  time  of  division.  Hiat  if  any  younger 
child,  were  before  the  period  of  division,  to  become  an 
elder  son,  and  thus  no  longer  answer  the  description  of  a 
younger  child,  within  the  intention  of  the  settiement,  his 
share  became  divested  and  accrued  to  the  other  younger 
children.  That  in  this  case,  nothmg  had  vested  in  Sir 
Thomas  George  Apreece^  at  the  time  of  his  becoming  an 
eldest  son ;  but  even  if  it  had  vested,  still  when  a  pro- 
vision is  made  for  a  class  of  persons,  to  take  effect  at  a 
future  period,  they  must  be  ascertained,  not  at  the  pe- 
riod of  vesting,  but  at  the  period  of  distribution,  and 

must 
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intist  sustain  the  character  which  qualifies  them  at  the       18S8. 
same  period. 

In  Matthews  y.  Paul  {a\  the  testatrix  bequeathed  cer- 
tain Imperial  terminable  annuities,  in  trust  to  accumulate 
until  their  expiration  (1819);  and  thereupon  to  assign 
the  accumul|ited  fund,  **  amongst  all  and  every  the  chil- 
dren of  her  daughter,  if  more  than  one,  (except  an  eldest 
son),  equally,  share  and  share  alike.  Johny  the  eldest  son, 
was  tenant  in  tail  of  a  considerable  estate,  which,  on  his 
death,  did  not  descend  to  his  brother  Walter^  but  was 
devised  to  him  after  sufiering  a  recovery ;  between  the 
death  of  the  testatrix  and  1819  John  died,  whereby 
Walter  became  the  eldest  son :  it  was  held  that  WaUer^ 
who  sustained  the  character  of  eldest  son  at  the  time  of 
payment,  was  not  entitled  to  share  in  the  fund,  although 
the  settled  estate  did  not  descend  to  him.  This  case 
settled  the  rule,  as  to  the  time  at  which  the  character  of 
elder  or  younger  child  was  to  be  ascertained.  That  it 
was  true,  and  it  would  probably  be  relied  on  by  the 
Defendant,  that  in  Matthews  y»  Patd^  the  principal  estate 
was  not  devised  by  the  will  to  the  eldest  son,  but  was 
settled  by  some  other  instrument,  and  was  devised  by 
John  to  his  fathej:  but  that  circumstance,  however, 
made  it  a  stronger  authority  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff; 
for  Walter^  who  took  no  other  provision  under  the  will, 
in  lieu  of  his  portion,  was  excluded  from  participating 
in  the  fund,  in  consequence  of  his  not  sustaining  the 
prescribed  character,  at  the  period  of  distribution. 

That  the  Court  must  construe  this  settlement,  with- 
out reference  to  the  subsequent  events ;  and  the  fact  of  a 
recovery  having  been  suffered  by  the  first  tenant  in  tail, 
which  defeated  the  subsequent  limitation  to  the  Defend- 
ant, could  not  have  the  effect  of  altering  the  construc- 
tion, 

(a)  3  Swan.  328. 
Zz  4 
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1838.       tion,  which,  independendy  of  that  circiunstanoe«  the 
limitations  would  have  received, 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Cdlverty  contra. 

In  all  cases  of  this  description,  the  Court  struggles  to 
carry  into  effect  the  general  intention  of  the  settlor,  not 
only  that  no  child  shall  take  a  double  portion  under  the 
settlement;  but  also  that  each  and  every  of  them  shall 
take  some  provision  thereunder.  In  construing  clauses 
divesting  portions  on  becoming  an  elder  child,  eldership 
in  respect  to  age  is  not  regarded^  but  eldership  in  estate 
only.  Thus,  in  Duke  v.  Doidge  {a)  it  was  said  by  the 
Court,  '^  that  every  child,  except  the  heir,  is  considered 
in  equity  as  a  younger;  and  that  eldership,  not  carrying 
the  estate  along  with  it,  is  considered  not  such  an  elder- 
ship, as  shall  exclude  by  virtue  of  such  clauses ;  and  it 
would  be  hard  that  the  right  of  eldership  should  be  taken 
away,  and  yet  not  have  the  benefit  of  it  as  a  younger 
child;"  in  that  case,  the  estate  went  by  appointment  to 
the  third  son,  and  the  eldest,  being  thus  deprived  of  the 
estate,  was  considered  a  younger  child.  So  also  in  BedU 
v.  Beale  (5),  an  eldest  daughter,  where  the  estate  went 
to  a  remainder-man,  was  held  a  younger  child  in  equity. 
Great  latitude  is  extended  to  cases  of  this  description. 
In  Emery  v.  England  (c),  under  a  bequest  to  a  younger 
child,  an  only  child  was  held  entitled. 

The  estate  limited  by  the  settlement  to  Sir  Thomas 
George  Apreece^  after  the  estate  to  his  brother  Shuck- 
burghf  was  destroyed  by  the  recovery;  Sir  Thomas  took 
the  estate  through  the  bounty  of  his  brother,  and  not 
under  the  settlement,  he  is  not  therefore  an  elder  son 
within  the  meaning  of  the  settlement ;  and  he  will  take 
no  provision  whatever  under  the  settlement,  unless  he  is 
allowed  to  recover  a  portion  as  a  younger  child. 

Matih^iK 
(a)  2  Vet.  sen.  203.         {b)  1  P,  Wm,  344.        (<?)  3  F«.  SJl. 
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MatthMs  V.  Paid  cannot  govern  the  present  case;  1838. 
there,  the  only  question  was,  at  what  period  the  quali- 
fication of  being  a  younger  son,  Was  to  be  ascertained; 
and  whether  at  the  date  of  the  will,  the  death  of  the 
testatrix,  or  the  time  when  the  fund  was  directed  to  be 
distributed.  No  principal  estate  had  been  setded  in 
that  case ;  nor  had  the  interest  of  the  second  son,  as  iii 
the  present  case,  been  defeated  by  his  elder  brother. 

The  estate  which  Sir  Thomas  George  Apreece  takes 
under  the  will  of  his  brother,  is  different  in  its  nature 
and  in  extent  to  that  provided  for  him  by, the  settle- 
ment If  he  had  taken  under  the  latter,  he  would  have 
been  entitled  to  an  estate  tail,  now  convertible  into  an 
absolute  estate  in  fee  simple;  but  under  the  will,  he 
takes  an  estate  for  life  only ;  in  the  case  of  Fazakerljf  v. 
Ford  (a),  it  was  held,  that  a  shifting  clause  did  not  take 
effect,  because  the  estate  upon  the  devolution  of  which, 
the  other  estates  were  to  go  over,  did  not  descend  unfet- 
tered, but  came  encumbered  with  a  term,  for  securing  a 
jointure  and  portions. 

The  sum  of  8000/.  is  therefore  raiseable  under  the 
trusts  of  the  term,  4000/.  of  which  belong  to  the  De- 
fendant Sir  Thomas  George  as  a  younger  son,  other- 
wise unprovided  for  by  the  settlement;  and  the  remain- 
ing 4000/.  to  the  Plamtiff. 

The  cases  of  Windham  v.  Graham  (A),  Tetpihcan  v. 

Webb  (r).  Hall  v.  Hewer  (d),  Loder  v.  Loder  {e),  Driver 

V.  Frank  {g),   Chadwick  v.  Doleman  (A),  Broddmead  v. 

Wood  (i),  and  1  Eoper  on  Legacies,  52 — 55>,  were  also 

cited. 

I7ie 

(a)  4  Sim.  ssa  lg)5  M.  4r  Sdw.  S5.   S.  C. 

\b)  1  jR\M.  931.  6  FriM^  41.,  and  8  Tawni.  458. 

(c)  2  Yet,  sen.  198.  (A)  2  Vem.  S9B. 

(rf)  Amb.  202.  (•)  1  firo.  C.  C.  77. 
\e)  2  Vei.  MO.  59a 


608  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

18S8.  The  Masteb  ^  thg  Rolls  (after  statiDg  the  ciraiin- 

stances.) 

The  Plaintiffi  alleged,  that  on  the  death  of  Shuckburgk 
AMy  Jpreecff  Sir  Thomas  George  Apreece  having  be- 
come the  only  son,  ceased  to  be  entitled  to  any  portion ; 
and  that  Mrs.  Peacockej  as  the  only  daughter,  became 
entitled  to  a  portion  of  6000/. 

The  Defendant,  Sir  T.  G.  Apreece^  alleged,  that  the 
estates  tail,  limited  by  the  settlement,  having  been  barred 
and  destroyed,  he  will  take  no  provision  under  the  set- 
tlement, if  he  be  not  allowed  to  recover  a  portion  as  a 
younger  child ;  and  that  according  to  the  rules  of  con- 
struction, adopted  in  such  cases,  he  ought  not  to  be  ex* 
eluded. 

The  effect  of  including  him  would  be  to  make  8000L 
raisable  for  himself  and  his  sbter,  and  to  reduce  Mrs. 
Peacocktfs  portion. 

There  are  many  cases  upon  settlements  and  on  wills 
providmg  for  fiunilies,  in  which  the  Court  has  looked 
upon  elder  children  as  younger,  and  upon  younger 
children  as  elder :  it  is  presumed  in  these  cases,  that 
it  was  intended  by  the  settlement  or  will,  to  make  pro- 
vision  for  all  the  children,  and  not  to  give  a  double 
provbion  to  any;  and  to  effectuate  this  intention,  the 
child,  taking  the  estate  under  the  will  or  settlement,  is 
considered,  in  equity,  as  the  eldest,  and  every  other 
child  as  younger.  And  in  one  of  the  cases,  it  is  said, 
that  eldership,  not  carrying  the  estate  along  with  it,  is  not 
such  an  eldership,  as  shall  exclude,  by  virtue  of  clauses 
excluding  the  elder,  from  the  provision  intended  for 
younger  children. 

But 
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Bot  when  it  is  said,  that'an  elder  child,  unprovided 
for,  shall  be  deemed  a  younger,  it  means,  I  conoeiTe, 
an  elder  child  unprovided  for  by  the  settlement  or  will 
itself:  or  by  means,  which  were  in  the  contemplation  of 
the  parties,  making  the  settlement  or  will. 


1888. 


In  the  present  case,  the  estate  was  strictly  settled.  If 
the  estate  tail  vested  in  the  eldest  son  of  the  marriage, 
had  not  been  barred,  the  second  son,  when  he  became 
eldest  son,  would  have  become  entitled  to  the  family 
estate  under  the  settlement;  and  would  not,  in  that 
event,  have  become  entitled  to  any  portion :  he  would 
not,  it  is  admitted,  take  the  estate  and  a  portion  also. 

As  the  second  son  became  eldest  or  only  son,  before 
he  attained  twenty-one  years,  u  e.  before  he  acquired  a 
vested  interest  in  his  presumptive  portion,  the  question 
whether  a  previous  portion,  was  devested  on  his  becom- 
ing an  only  son,  does  not  arise ;  but  the  fact  that  the 
second  son,  whilst  he  sustained  that  character,  never  had 
a  vested  interest  in  the  portion,  does  not  appear  to  me  to 
be  immaterial;  when  he  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  his  elder  brother  was  dead  without  issue;  and  he 
was,  according  to  the  limitations  of  the  settlement,  if 
they  had  not  been  defeated,  entitled  to  the  settled 
estates  in  tail,  in  immediate  remainder,  after  the  life 
estate  of  his  father. 


The  estate,  which  he  would  have  enjoyed  under  the 
settlement,  was  defeated,  by  means  incident  to  the  estates 
created  by  the  settlement;  but  not  by  any  defect  of  the 
settlement  itself,  in  providing  the  means  to  carry  the 
intention  into  effect.  It  does  not  appear  to  me,  that  the 
event  of  the  recoveries  being  suffered  by  the  tenant  for 
life,  and  the  first  remainder  man  in  tail,  to  bar  the  limit- 
ations of  the  settlement,  can  reasonably  be  considered, 

to 
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1838.  to  have  been  in  contemplation,  at  the  time  when  the 
settlement  was  made;  so  as  to  entitle  the  only  son,  to 
the  benefit  bf  that  which  has  been  called  the  prodigbns 
latitude  of  construction,  which  has  been  adopted  in  these 
cases,  and  appears  to  be  founded  on  the  presumptions 
that  it  was  intended  to  provide  for  all  the  children  of 
the  marriage.  That  presumption,  is  always  to  be  had 
in  view,  and  ought,  I  apprehend,  to  be  acted  upon,  in 
all  cases,  in  which  a  loss  of  provision  occurs,  by  an  event 
which  can  properly  be  supposed  to  have  been  in  the 
contemplation  of  ^those^  by  whom  the  settlement  was 
made,  and  within  their  intention  to  provide  for. 

All  the  cases  appear  to  me  to  be  consistent  with  that 
view.  None  of  them  go  the  length  of  deciding,  that 
every  disappointment  of  a  child's  provision,  from  what- 
ever cause  it  may  arise,  is  to  be  made  good  by  construc- 
tion, upon  the  presumption  to  which  I  have  referred; 
and  the  case  of  Matthews  v.  Paul  decides  the  contrary. 
The  difference  between  that  case  and  the  present,  is 
that  in  the  case  of  Matthews  v.  Paul^  the  eldest  son  was 
not  entitled  to  the  estate,  under  the  same  instrument, 
which  gave  the  portions;  but  that  difference  does  npt 
appear  to  me  to  be  material.  The  grandmother,  at  a 
time  when  the  eldest  son  was  entitled  to  an  estate  tail, 
gave  the  portions  to  the  younger  children ;  after  her 
death,  the  eldest  son  died,  having  suffered  a  recovery 
of  the  estate  tail,  and  devised  the  estate  to  his  iather: 
upon  his  death,  the  second  became  eldest ;  he  had  no 
estate,  and  yet  was  excluded  from  any  share  of  the 
portions.  In  this  case,  as  in  the  case  of  Matthews  v. 
Patd^  it  has  been  suggested  that  inconveniences  and 
hardships  might,  in  particular  events,  have  resulted, 
from  any  mode  of  continuing  this  settlement;  and  it 
must,  I  think,  be  admitted,  that  no  mode  of  construction^' ' 
can  make  the  settlement  wholly  free  firom  objection,  in 

every 
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every  event  that  might  have  occurred ;  bat,  on  the  best  18S8. 
consideration  which  I  can  give  to  the  case,  it  appears  to 
me,  that  the  Defendant,  Sir  Thomas  George  Apreece^ 
having  become  an  only  son,  is  not,  npon  the  true  con- 
struction of  this  settlement,  entitled  to  any  share  of  the 
portions  provided  for  the  younger  children  of  the  mar- 
riage ;  and  that  Mrs.  Feacocke^  as  the  only  younger 
child,  is  entitled  to  a  portion  of  6000/.;  and  conse- 
quently, that  the  trustees  of  the  500  years'  term  must 
be  directed  to  raise  that  sum,  and  pay  the  same  to  the 
trustees  of  Mrs.  Peacocktfs  set^ement 


See Spewer  v. Spencer^  S  Sim.  87. ;  Smyth  v.  FoUy^  ZY.^  Col.  87. 


LE  JEUNE  V.  LE  JEUNE.  l^f' 

Feb.  8. 
April  10. 

npHE  question  to  be  determined  in  this  case,  de-  Bequest  of 

-*-    pended  on  the  construction  of  the  will  of  Amddm  \J^ho\d  pro- 

LeJeune.  pertytothe 

testator! 
widow,  for 

The  testator,  at  the  date  of  his  will,  had  four  sons,  hw  death  Vhe 

Charlesy  Anthony^  Arnold^  and  Joseph^  and  one  daughter,  whole  to  be 
-mjr  sold  and  di- 

-**^^-  Tided  into 

five  parts, 

By  his  will,  which  was  dated  the  10th  day  o{  No^  wastobenaid 

vember  1813,  he  gave  all  his  copyhold  and  leasehold  ^^^//^^^^ 

estates,  sons  living  at 
her  decease ; 
and  in  case  of  either  of  their  deaths,  his  share  to  be  paid  to  his  issue;  and  in  case 
either  should  die  without  issue,  his  share  to  be  divided  amongst  the  survivine 
cbiWlreD:  Held,  that  the  child  of  a  son  who  died  in  the  testntor's  life,  was  entitled 
to  such  share  ai  her  parent,  if  he  had  survived  the  widow,  would  have  been  en« 
titled  to. 
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estatefi  and  all  other  his  estates,  of  what  nature  or  kind 
soever,  to  his  wife  for  her  life;  and  he  proceeded  to 
express  himself  in  the  following  words:  —  **  And  at  my 
said  wife's  decease,  I  order  and  direct,  that  the  whole 
of  my  property  be  sold,  if  necessaryi  and  divided  into 
five  equal  parts  or  shares ;  one  of  which  shares,  I  direct 
to  be  paid  to  each  of  my  four  sons,  that  shall  be  living 
at  the  time  of  her  decease ;  and  in  case  of  either  of  their 
deaths,  then  the  share  of  such  so  dying,  to  be  paid  to 
his  issue,  as  they  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years ;  and  in  case  either  of  my  sons  shall  die  without 
issue,  then  hb  share  to  be  divided  among  the  survivors 
of  ray  five  children,  hereinafter  named ;  to  be  paid  to 
him  in  manner  before  mentioned."  He  then  gave  the 
other  fifth  part  of  his  estate,  together  with  the  pro- 
portions of  either  of  his  sons  shares  who  should  happen 
to  die  without  issue,  for  the  benefit  of  his  daughter 
Mary  and  her  children. 

The  son  C/iarles  died  in  the  year  1814,  leaving  a 
daughter,  Mary  Anne^  his  only  issue  surviving  him. 

The  testator  died  in  October  1820,  leaving  his  wife 
and  the  four  children,  Anthony^  Arnold^  Joseph^  and 
Maryt  and  his  grandaughter  Mary  Anne^  the  only  bsue 
of  the  deceased  son  Charles^  surviving  him. 

The  son  Arnold  died  without  issue  in  January  1833; 
and  the  testator's  widow,  the  tenant  for  life  of  his  pro- 
perty, died  in  Naoember  1836. 

The  question  was,  whether  Mary  Anne^  the  child 
of  the  son  Charles^  who  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime^ 
took  such  share  of  the  testator's  estates,  as  Charles 
would  have  been  entitled  to^  if  he  had  been  living  at 
the  death  of  the  widow. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Puroisy  for  the  Flaintifi. 

Lb  Jbuns 
Mr.  Lynch^  Mr.  AUdnson^  Mr.  Birdf  Mr.  BandaUi  «. 

and  Mr.  Lofoat,  for  the  Defendants.  ^  '^*^"*- 

The  Master  qf  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  above 
&cts.) 

If  Charles  had  sunrived  the  testator,  and  then  died  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  widow,  Mary  Anne  would  have  been 
entitled  to  stand  in  his  place,  as  substituted  legatee. 

Are  the  words,  *^  in  case  of  either  of  their  deaths," 
necessarily  referable,  to  the  time,  between  the  deaths  of  ^ 

the  testator  and  of  the  tenant  for  life;  or  may  they  not 
be  referred,  to  any  time  prior  to  the  death  of  the  tenant 
for  life,  even  though  the  time  should  be  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  testator  himself? 

Nothing  is  given  to  any  son,  who  should  not  be  living 
at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life ;  no  in- 
terest was  to  vest  in  a  son,  on  the  death  of  the  testator; 
and  I  think,  that  the  death  of  the  son,  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  testator,  did  not  defeat  the  gift  to  the  issue  of  the 
son,  in  the  event  of  the  son's  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
tenant  for  life ;  and  consequently,  that  Mary  Anne,  as 
the  only  issue  of  Charles,  is  entitled  to  such  share  of 
the  testator's  estate,  as  Charles  would  have  been  entitled 
to,  iF  he  had  been  living  at  the  time  of  the  widow's 
d§ath. 


Note.    See  T^tkerMgk  v.  Harbh,  B  Sm.  5S9.;  SmUk  v.  SwM, 
8  iSSm.  355. ;  Giiei  v.  GUes,  ift.  560.;  Rutt  v.  Balser,  ib.  446. 
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j/iri/ 1857.  HODGSON  V.  HODGSON. 

May  27. 
Nov.  25. 

B.  and  C.        HPHE  Plaiotifi;  Samuel  Hodgsorh  by  this  suit,  sought 

were  jointly      A    ^  charge  the  separate  estate  ot  Susannah^  the  wife 

sureties  for       of  William  Hodgson^  by  virtue  of  a  deed  executed  by 

^7  ^Pj^^      ber  under  the  following  circumstances. 

charged  her 

to^^nd^^f?*       In  the  year  1824,  the  Defendant,  William  Hodgson, 

S,  from  all       was  appointed  committee  of  the  estate  of  Ann  Barraao, 

The  whole       ^  lunatic;  and  on  the  8th  day  oijune  in  the  same  year, 

loss  was  borne  he,  together  with  Henry  Hodgson^  and  the  Plaintiff, 

who  after-  '     Samuel  Hodgson^  as  his  sureties,  entered  into  a  recog- 

wards,  with,     nisance  in  the  sum  of  900/.,   defeasible  on   WilUam 

out  the  con-  ^  ' 

currence  of      Hodgsofki^xly  accounting  for  the  lunatic's  estate,  which 

cXuqq^       should  come  to  his  hands;  he  did  not  duly  account,  and 

suretjr:^Held«  in  Jpril  1827  being  in  embarrassed  circumstances,  a 

parate  estate    commission  of  bankrupt  Issued  against  him,  and  very 

was  thereby      goon  afterwards,  orders  were  made  in  the  matter  of  the 

released  from    ,  .  .       ,  .  •  i      , , 

the  ropiety  of  lunacy,  requinng  him  to  pay  considerable  sums  of  mo- 

Ad  e^'fter  ^^^  *"^^  Court;  he  was  desirous  of  superseding  the 

recitine  that     commission  of  bankrupt,  and  to  relieve  himself  from  the 

todlfc'  pressure  of  the  orders. 

tain  property  No 

with  all  sums 

which  B.  should  pay  as  surety  for  a  third  party,  together  with  interest  on  all  such 
payments,  and  all  such  costs,  &c.  as  he  might  sustain,  &c.,  proceeded  to  chfl'ge  the 
pronerty  with  the  payment  of  all  such  sums,  costs,  &c.,  viik  mtereH  at  aforesmd:  . 
Held,  that  interest  was  not  payable  on  the  costs,  &c.  ^ 

By  the  same  deed  A,  agreed  that  B.  should  insure  her  life,  and  that  the  coats  of 
such  insurance,  and  the  payments  for  keeping  the  same  on  foot,  should  be  paid  out 
of  the  property  charged ;  and  she  directed  the  trustees  to  mdce  the  necessary  pay- 
ments for  effecting  and  keeping  on  foot  the  policies.  The  trustees  did  not  msjie 
the  payments,  but  the  policy  was  kept  on  foot  by  B. :  Held,  that  he  was  entitled  to 
interest  thereon  at  4  per  cent 

A  trustee  for  a  married  woman,  having  received  notice  of  a  charge  executed  by 
her,  was  held  personally  liable  for  payments  afterwards  made  to  her;  and  that, 
notwithstanding  the  validity  of  the  charge  was  disputed  by  her,  and  no  application 
had  been  made  for  an  iajunctioD. 
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No  order  had  then  been  made  against  the  sareties; 
but,  from  some  transactions  subsisting  between  William 
and  Hemy  Hodgson,  it  seemed  that  William  thought 
that  he  had  a  right  to  call  upon  Hmry  Xo  pay.  No 
such  transactions  were  subsisting  between  William  and 
the  Plaintiff  &ma^/,  and  it  was  thought  desirable,  to  in- 
duce Samuel  to  pay.  voluntarily,  his  share  at  least  of  the 
debt  in  the  lunacy.    • 


The  Defendant  Susannah^  the  wife  of  William^  was 
entitled  for  her  life,  for  her  separate  use,  to  the  resi- 
duary estate  of  Rice  Pritchett^  of  whose  will  the  De- 
fendant Daniel  Ledsam  and  Mr.  Crtmpion  were  exe- 
cutors. 


On  the  20th  of  June  1827,  Susannah  Hodgson  ex- 
ecuted a  deed  poll,  whereby  it  was  recited,  amongst  other 
things,  that  two  orders  had  been  made  for  payment, 
by  William  Hodgson,  of  the  sums  of  160/.  \6s.  and 
537/.  95.  Id.  respectively,  which  sums,  William  Hodgson, 
by  reason  of  his  bankruptcy,  was  unable  to  pay ;  and 
that  the  Plaintiff,  Samuel  Hodgson,  was  desirous  to  pay 
his  moiety  of  those  sums,  and  of  what  further  balance 
should  be  found  due  to  the  estate  of  the  lunatic,  Henry 
Hodgson  being  to  discharge  the  other  moiety  thereof; 
and  that  Susannah  had  agreed  to  charge  her  life  interest 
in  Pritchetfs  estate,  by  way  of  security  to  Samuel  Hodg- 
son, and  to  give  the  executors  authority  to  pay  him,  out 
-of  the  rents  of  the  said  estate,  all  such  sum  and  sums  of 
money  as  he  might  be  liable  to  pay,  and  should  pay,  as 
well  for  his  moiety  or  share  of  the  said  several  sums  of 
16^2.  165.  and  537/.  9s.  Id.,  so  due  and  owing  by  the 
said  William  Hodgsoti,  as  such  committee  of  the  estate 
of  the  said  lunatic,  as  of  all  such  further  sum  and  sums 
of  money,  as  should  be  found  due  and  owing  to  the 
estate  of  the  said  lunatic,  on  passing  the  further  ac- 
VoL.  IL  3  A  counts 
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1837.       counts  of  the  said    WilUam  Hodgson^  together  with 
^*pv^^     interest  on  all  such  payments  by  him,  the  said  Samud 
V.  Hodgson:  and  all  such  costs,  charges,  and  expenses,  as 

HoDOBOH.  |jg  might  sustain,  pay,  incur,  or  be  put  unto,  in  con* 
sequence  of  his  being  liable,  as  a  surety  for  the  said 
William  Hodgson.  Susannah  also  agreed,  that  an  in- 
surance on  her  life,  for  400/.,  should  be  effected,  and 
that  the  annual  premiums  for  keeping  the  same  on  foot, 
should  be  paid  out  of  her  life  estate;  and  she  agreed,  by 
means  of  her  life  interest,  and  the  rents  and  annual  pro- 
duce of  the  residue  of  the  estate,  and  of  the  insurance, 
to  indemnify  and  save  harmless  Samuel  Hodgson^  of  and 
from  any  further  or  other  payment,  which  he  might  be 
compelled  to  pay,  in  any  respect  whatever,  in  regard  to 
the  other  moiety  of  the  sums  due,  or  to  be  found  dae^ 
to  the  lunatic's  estate.  The  deed  poll  then  witnessed, 
that  Susannah  charged  all  her  life  interest,  to  pay  and 
make  good,  all  and  every  such  sum  and  sums  of  money, 
costs,  charges,  and  expenses  whatsoever,  as  he,  the  said 
Samuel  Hodgson^  should  be  obliged  to  pay,  expend, 
incur,  or  be  made  liable  to,  as  such  surety  as  aforesaid, 
with  interest  as  aforesaid,  on  all  such  payments ;  and  to 
save  harmless  and  fully  indemnify  him,  the  said  Samuel 
Hodgson^  his  executors  and  administrators,  as  well  from 
his  own  part,  or  share,  or  contribution,  of  or  towards  the 
said  several  payments  and  liabilities,  but  also,  for  or  in 
respect  of  the  other  moiety,  in  case  he  should  be  com- 
pelled to  pay  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof;  and  she 
directed  the  executors,  to  pay  out  of  the  rents,  yearly, 
until  the  money  intended  to  be  secured  should  be  re- 
paid, the  sum  of  SOL  a  year,  and  such  further  sum,  as 
should  be  required,  for  effecting  or  keeping  up  the 
policy  of  insurance;  and  there  was  a  proviso  that  &- 
muel  should  prove  the  amount  of  what  he  should  have 
to  pay,  as  surety,  as  a  debt  against  the  estate  of  WHUam^ 
and  apply  the  dividend  in  reduction  of  the  security: 

and 
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and  that  when  all  was  paid,  the  policy  should  be  as-        1887* 
signed,  to  a  trustee  for  Susannah* 


Hodgson 


The  Plaintiff,  in  pursuance  of  the  arrangement,  with  ™»«*>>'* 
a  view  to  which  this  deed  had  been  executed,  and  in 
discbarge  of  his  recognizance,  paid  several  sums  of 
money,  in  respect  of  his  being  surety  for  William  Hodg» 
son.  Henry  Hodgson  did  not  appear  to  have  paid  any- 
thing, so  that  SamueFs  payments  were  not  confined  to 
his  own  contributory  share^  but  were  made  in  respect 
of  the  whole  debt  due  from  William ;  and  as  William 
paid  nothing,  and  the  commission  of  bankrupt  against 
him,  was,  according  to  the  intention  before  the  execu- 
tion of  the  deed,  superseded,  Samuel  received  nothing 
in  respect  of  his  payments. 

Some  negotiations,  for  a  varied  security,  afterwards 
took  place,  but  did  not  come  to  any  satisfactory  con- 
clusion. Samuel  Hodgson^  having  made  his  payments, 
was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  his  security  from  Susannah^ 
and  was  also  entitled  to  contribution  from  Henry  ;  and, 
in  this  state  of  things,  being  co-surety  with  Henry,  and 
having  a  right  of  contribution  against  Henry,  and  a 
right  of  indemnity  against  Susannah,  he  executed  an  in- 
denture, dated  the  14th  of  August  1829,  by  which,  in 
consideration  of  the  full  payment  of  a  debt  of  SSL  Ss.  2d., 
due  to  himself  from  Henry,  and  of  8/.,  for  costs  thereon, 
and  for  divers  other  good  considerations  (not  specified) 
him  thereunto  moving,  he  covenanted  and  agreed,  that 
he  would  not  prosecute  Henry,  either  foi^  the  debt  of 
SSL  Ss.  2d.,  or  for,  or  on  account  of,  the  160/.  16;.,  and 
the  other  sums  ordered,  or  to  be  ordered,  to  be  paid  in 
the  lunacy,  or  for  any  share  or  contribution  of  the 
same ;  and  that  if  any  suit  or  proceeding,  were  com- 
inenced  against  Henry  by  Samuel,  or  any  other  person, 
on  account  of  any  such  payment  or  contribution^  then 
5  A  2  every 
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every  debt  owing  to  Samuel^  touching  any  of  the  mat- 
ters  therein  mentioned  or  referred  to,  should  be  thereby 
acquitted  and  discharged;  and  the  indenture  waa  to 
operate  as  a  release  thereof:  and  the  PlaiDtiff  Samuel^ 
thereby  indemnified  Henrys  against  the  payment  of  any 
sums  which  might  be  ordered  to  be  paid  in  the  lonacy, 
on  account  of  the  balances  of  William. 

In  My  1827i  the  Plaintiff  gave  Mr.  Ledsam,  the 
TrasteCi  notice  of  his  deed,  and  required  him  not  to 
pay  over  the  whole  50/.  to  Mrs.  Hodgson^  but  to  retain 
the  50/.  a  year  and  the  amount  of  premiums :  this,  it 
appeared,  he  had  neglected  to  do. 

This  bill  was  filed  by  Samuel  Hodgson^  to  obtain  pay- 
ment, out  of  the  separate  estate  of  Susannah  Hodgson^  of 
the  monies  which  he  had  paid  in  respect  of  the  defalca- 
tion of  her  husband  in  the  lunacy,  and  the  sums  paid  for 
the  policy  of  assurance,  and  certain  costs,  &c 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  James  Russell^  for  the  PluntiC 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Simpson^  for  Mrs.  Hodgson^ 
contended,  first,  that  the  deed  was  not  valid,  being 
made  without  consideration;  and,  secondly,  that,  if 
valid,  it  was  only  effective  to  the  extent  of  one  moiety 
of  the  losses  sustained  by  Samuel;  for  that  by  the  re- 
lease of  Henry,  who  was  a  surety,  the  separate  estate  of 
Mrs.  Hodgson  was  released. 

Mr.  6.  Richards,  for  the  trustee,  Mr.  Ledsamj  con- 
tended, that  he  was  not  liable  to  repay,  to  the  Plainti£^ 
the  monies  already  handed  over  to  Mrs.  Hodgson  ;  on  the 
ground,  that  the  Plaintiff  had  not  taken  proper  measures 
to  prevent  it,  by  applying  for  an  injunction;  besides 
which,  the  trustee  could  not  be  expected  to  adjudicate 
between  the  parties. 

"  The 


May  87. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  709 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  stating  the  circum-       1$37. 
stances  of  the  case,  proceeded :  —  ^^^f^"^^ 

It  is  alleged,  on  the  behalf  of  the  Defendants,  that  the  u^^^* 
deed  was  not  valid,  because  executed  without  consider- 
ation and  obtained  by  surprise ;  Samuel,  it  is  said,  was 
already  bound  to  pay  the  debt  of  William,  and  con- 
sequently, William  was  placed  in  no  better  situation  by 
this  deed,  but  on  consideration  of  the  evidence,  and 
having  regard  to  the  situation  of  the  paVties,— 'the  im- 
portance of  William  being  immediately  free  from  the 
pressure  of  the  orders, — and  the  circumstances  deposed 
to  by  Mr.  Gem,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  deed  is  valid. 

As  to  the  effect  of  the  deed,  it  appears  to  me,  to  have 
))een  intended,  that  Samuel  and  Henry  should  pay  the 
debt  in  equal  moieties,  but  it  was  at  the  same  Ume  con- 
tempbted,  that  Samuel  might  be  compelled  to  pay  the 
moiety,  which  HenryvfSLS  intended  to  pay;  and  the  secu- 
rity was  intended  to  cover,  not  only  the  share  which 
Sainuel  mtended  to  pay  for  himself,  but  also,  the  share 
which  he  might  be  compelled  to  pay  for  Henry  t  but  I 
think,  that  the  security  was  to  be  made  effectual,  by 
applying,  out  of  the  income  of  Susannahj  SOL  a  year, 
towards  the  debts  and  the  sums  requisite  to  keep  up  an 
insurance  on  her  life,  of  400/.,  and  such  further  sums  as 
Samuel  should  pay ;  and  that  it  was  not  intended,  that 
the  security  should  be  made  effectual,  by  the  applica- 
tion of  the  whole  o{  Susannahs  income. 

[His  Lordship  here  stated  the  subsequent  transac- 
tions between  the  Plaintiff  Samuel^  and  Henry  Hodgson^ 
and  the  release.] 

'  The  circumstances,  under  which  this  deed  was  exe- 

dtHed,  do  not  very  clearly  appear ;  but  it  is  obvious,  that, 

S  A  S  between 
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18S7.       between  Henry  and  the  Defendant  JVUUam^  there  were 

transactionsy  in  respect  of  which,  it  was  considered  that 

9.  William,  though  the  principal  debtor  in  the  lunacy,  had 

HoDOBON.     ^  j,jgjj^  ^  ^j  ^p^jj  Henry y  who,  in  that  respect,  was  onl j 

his  surety,  to  pay  a  portion  of  that  debt ;  and  thb  appears 

to  have  been  known  to  Samuel. 

Now,  supposing  Samuel  to  have  had,  what  I  think  he 
had,  under  the  deed  of  1 827,  a  claim  for  all  he  should 
be  compelled  to  pay  in  the  lunacy  for  WiOiam^  it  is  dear 
that  he  had  a  right  to  contribution  from  Henry ;  and 
clear  also,  that  Susannah^  being  under  the  obligation  to 
make  good  his  payments,  had  a  right  to  the  benefit  of 
his  remedy  against  Henry.  By  his  release  of  Henry  he 
deprived  her  of  that  benefit 

The  question  is  not,  how  &r  the  daim  of  Samud 
against  William^  the  principal  debtor,  would  have  beea 
effected  by  the  release  of  Henry,  the  co-surety.  Susan- 
nah  was  herself  only  a  surety,  and  as  sure^,  she  plainly 
relied  on  the  contribution  of  Henry  ;  as  to  her,  I  think 
that  Samuel  must  be  considered  as  a  prindpal  debtor* 
and  that  Henry  was  jointly  and  severally  liable  with 
him;  they  were  bound  by  their  respective  liabilities 
before  she  was  in  any  way  afiected  by  them ;  and  it 
appears  to  me,  that  Samuel  could  not,  without  her  con- 
sent, release  Henry,  and  at  the  same  time,  continue  his 
claim  against  her,  for  that  which  he  had,  previously,  a 
right  to  recover  from  him.  I  do  not  particularly  advert 
to  the  alleged  insolvency  of  Henry,  because  the  evi- 
dence of  it,  that  of  Henry  himsdf,  is,  under  the  circum- 
stances, scarcely  to  be  relied  upon,  because,  in  the^veiy 
act  of  giving  the  release,  Samuel  obtained  fiill  paymrat 
of  his  debt ;  and  also,  because,  in  a  case  such  as  this, 
I  think  that  Susannah  ought  to  have  had  an  opportunity 
of  judging  for  herself,  whether  she  would*  or  not,  (having 

r^ard 
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regard  to  the  circumstances  of  Henry)  prosecute  her 
claim  to  contribution.    I  think  that  Samuel  was  not  en-      „ 
titled  to  relieve  Henry^  with  a  view  to  make  Susannah  p. 


pay. 


I  think,  therefore,  that  the  Plaintiff,  by  executing  the 
deed  of  August  1829,  exonerated  the  Defendant  5t<- 
sannahf  from  so  much  of  the  claim  he  had  against  her,  as 
arose  from  payments,  in  respect  of  which,  he  had  a  right 
to  contribution  from  Henry*  And  that  the  deed  of 
June  1827,  is  to  stand  as  a  security  for  the  payment 
of  one  moiety  only  of  the  payments,  which  Samuel  has 
paid  for  the  bahinces  due  from  William^  and  for  the 
payment  of  the  costs,  properly  incurred  by  him,  in  the 
matter  of  the  lunacy. 

The  Master  is  to  take  an  account  of  such  paythent 
and  costs,  and  also  an  account  of  what  is  due  for  the 
50/.  a  year,  the  amount  of  what  shall  be  so  due  is  to 
be  paid  by  the  Defendants,  in  reduction  of  the  Plaintiff's 
demand,  and  the  sum  of- 502.  a  year  is  to  be  annually 
paid  by  the  Defendant  Ledsam^  in  further  reduction 
thereof. 

The  Plamtiff  is  entitled  to  have  a  policy  of  insurance, 
on  the  life  of  Mrs.  Hodgson^  kept  on  foot,  at  the  expense 
of  her  estate,  for  so  much  as  shall  remain  due,  after 
applying  what  is  due  for  the  502.  a  year. 

Declare  that  the  Plaintiff  Samuel  Hodgson^  by  his  ex- 
ecution of  the  deed  bearing  date  the  14th  day  of  Ai^gust 
1829,  exonerated  the  separate  estate  of  the  Defendant 
Susannah,  the  wife  of  the  Defendant  William  Hodgson^ 
comprised  in  the  deed  of  the  20th  June  1827,  from  so 
much  of  the  claim  which  he  had  against  such  separate 
estatCi  under  the  last  mentioned  deed,  as  arose  from  pay- 
5  A  4t  mentsfi 
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llS7J       xKtents^  ia  respect  of  which,  the  said  Plaintiff  had  a  right 


HbttdM^t 


to  contribution  from  Henry  Hodpoih  by  reason  ctf  ihe 

«:*'         joint  and  several  liability  of  the  said  Plaintiff  Samud 

™*'"**^-     Hi>dg»m^  and  the  said  Henry  Hodgson^  under  the!  recflg- 

nfaance  in  the  pleadings  mentioned. 

•"'*  '  Costs  oat  of  the  separate  estate. 


The  liability  of  Ledsam  having  been  referred  to^ 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  my  opinion  is,  that,  after 
notice^  Ledmm  had  no  right  to  pay  this  money  over  to 
Mts.  Hodgson  ;  if  there  existed  any  doubt,  he  oogkt  to 
hUVcl'S^ctired  k;  and  not  having  done  so,  I  diink  he  is 
answerable  for  it ;  he  took  on  himself  to  act  as  if  the  deed 
was  altogether  invalid,  and  he  did  so  at  his  own  peril. 


jfov.  95.  '^^  cause  was  agam  put  in  the  paper  to  be  men- 

tioned  on  the  minutes  of  the  decree,  when 


J)  n  ui  •) 


^p.^^^         Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  James  Bussell^  contended,  that 
T  t^  PJaintiff  was  entitled  to  interest  on  the  amount  of 
p^e^iiunis  paid  by  hjm,  and  also  on  the  costs  and  e|- 
iiipj  c)(ti  ^UxN  l^se^,  iqfurred  by  him,  to  be  calculated  from  the  time 
Tnilm  ill!  ^  .fhP^  . '^^^^'S  respectively  paid.    As  to  interest  on 
•9/fi  or.  r     tih^^ffo^,  they  relied  on  the  operative  part  of  the  deed, 
-riontjj  1..  jh//  ^iiyhiqhjSiaann«/i  charged  her  separate  estate  with  the 
.?^<o  M)t  ^()>rn  payment  of  all  sums,  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  wbat- 
.lij  o/iKj  soever  incurred  by  Samuel  Hodgson^  with   interest  as 
n"^r!ui  m'  ji  •fr^^Wf^^M  Wf^b  respect  to. the  premiums,  they  cpn- 
tpp|tl^,^,th^t,,the  policy  having  been  kept  up  by  the 
P^a^t^^ja  q^sequence  of  the  default  of  Susannah  and 
)  her  trustee,  in  paying  the  premium,  the  Plaintiff  was 
.^tUij^dto.inferest  thereon,  in  the  same  way  as  fines  paid 
'  tW  the  ten^ai  of  leaseholds  always  carried  interest ;  and 
.  besidfif  this,  that  she  could  not  claim  the  benefit  of  the 

policy* 
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policy^  without  repaying  what  had  been  advanced  in 
respect  thereof,  with  interest . 

Mr.  KindersUy  and  Mr.  Simpson^  contri.  The  operar 
tive  part  of  the  deed  gives  **  interest  as  aforesaid,"  and 
referring,  therefore,  to  the  agreement,  as  recited  in  the 
former  part  of  the  deed,  it  appears  that  interest  was  to 
be  charged  on  those  sums  only,  which  were  paid  in 
respect  of  the  lunacy. 


7ia^ 


1857. 


HoDfi}«ajf« 


The  Master  of  M^  Rolls,  after  referring  to  the 
terms  of  the  deed,  decided,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  interest  at  4  per  cent,  on  the  premiums,  but  not  on 
the  costs,  &c. 


BAWTREE  V.  WATSON. 


1858. 
March  S. 
April  6. 


npHIS  case  came  before  the  Court,  upon  a  petition  The  lien  of 

-*-    presented  by  WiUiam  Baker  Cox,  the  solicitor  of  not  interfere* 

the  Defendant  Watson^  praying,  that  he  might  be  de-  V^^^^  *^""" 

clared  to  have  a  security  and  lien  on  the  copyhold  thepartiet.' 

estate,   in  the  cause  mentioned,  by  virtue  of  a  deed      Jn«««- 

*^  cution  oi  a 

dated  the  22d  of  April  1834,  and  of  the  deposit,  with  writ  of  attach- 

him,  of  certain  deeds  and  documents.  d<Si^iiot  de-*** 

prive  the 

The  bill  was  filed  in  May  18S1,  for  the  purpose  of  ujof  any  Hco, 
setting  aside  certain  deeds,  purporting  to  create  a  charge  ®'  "^^  ®^ 
on  the  copyholds  in  question,  in  favour  of  the  Defendant;  poueM  for  the 

on  P«y"«n^of 
tuch  costs. 

A  sum  was  found  due  from  the  Pfaintiff  to  the  Defendant;  and,  on  the  other 

band,  the  Defendant  was  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  suit :  — *  Held,  that  the  lien 

of  the  Defendant's  solicitor,  for  his  costs,  extended  only  to  the  ultimate  balance 

due  from  the  Pliuntiff,  after  deducting  the  costs  payable  to  htm  by  the  Defendant. 
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18  38.  on  the  ground  of  their  having  been  improperljr'obtained 
by  the  Defendant  from  the  Plaintiff;  and  for  an  aoooont 
of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof.  Shortly  before  the 
cause  came  on  to  be  heardi  the  Defendant  executed  a 
deed,  dated  the  28d  of  April  18S4,  whereby,  after  recit- 
ing that  he  was  indebted  to  the  petitioner  for  costs  and 
disbursements,  in  the  sum  of  450/.,  he  covenanted  to 
surrender  the  same  copyhold  premises^  to  the  use  of  the 
petitioner,  as  a  security  for  payment  of  the  4502. 

Three  days  afterwards^  viz.  on  the  S5th  of  April  1884, 
the  cause  was  heard ;  and  it  was  declared,  that  the  deeds 
were  obtamed  by  fraud  oa  the  part  of  the  Defeudaa^ 
and  were  to  be  set  aside,  or  stand  only  as  a  securi^,  for 
what,  if  any  thing,  might  appear  to  be  due  from  the 
Plaintiff  to  the  Defendant  An  account  was  then  di- 
rected to  be  taken,  of  the  dealings  and  transactions 
between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant;  and  it  was 
declared,  that  on  payment  of  what  should  be  found  due 
to  the  Defendant,  he  should  reconvey  the  property ;  and 
it  was  ordered,  that  the  Plaintiff's  costs  of  the  suit  up  to 
the  hearing,  should  be  taxed,  and  should  be  paid  by  the 
Defendant ;  and  the  Court  reserved  subsequent  costs. 

The  Plaintiff's  costs  of  suit  were  taxed  at  the  sum  of 
324/.  Bs.  2d* ;  but  before  the  accounts  were  taken,  the 
Defendant  was  imprisoned  in  the  King's  Bench,  for 
debt,  at  the  suit  of  another  person;  and  thereupon,  the 
Plaintiff  in  this  cause,  lodged  an  attachment  for  the  costs, 
with  the  Marshal  of  the  prison:  and  became  entitled 
to  detain  the  Defendant  for  the  amount  of  the  taxed 
costs ;  the  Defendant  afterwards  took  the  benefit  of  the 
Insolvent  Debtor's  Act,  and  having  inserted  the  costs 
due  to  the  Plaintiff,  in  his  schedule,  he  was  discharged 
from  prison. 

A  sup* 
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A  sapplemental  bill  was  filed  against  the  proTisional  18S8. 
assignee ;  and  the  Master,  by  his  report,  dated  the  9th 
day  of  December  1836,  found  on  the  account,  that  the 
Defendant  had  advanced,  to  or  for  the  use  of  the  Plain- 
ti£r,  various  sums,  amounting  ti^ether  to  2964^  I5.  9^; 
and  he  thereby  charged  the  Defendant  with  the  sum 
of  2509/.  195.  8^.  The  result  was,  that  a  balance  of 
4542.  is.  9\d.  was  found  in  ifavour  of  the  Defiaidant; 
and  the  decree,  on  further  directions,  dated  the  86th 
of  Julif  18S7,  declared  that  the  amount  of  costs,  viz. 
324/.  85.  2d.,  should  be  added  to  the  sum  with  which 
the  Defendant  was  charged ;  and  it  was  referred  back  to 
the  Master  to  take  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits, 
which  the  Defendant  had  received,  of  the  estate  in  ques* 
tion. 

By  his  further  report,  dated  the  23d  of  January  1838, 
the  Master  found,  that  the  Plaintiff  had  waived  an  ae* 
count  of  profits,  but  that  the  Defendant  had  received 
299/.  for  rents :  that  the  rents  added  to  the  costs  before 
taxed,  amounted  to  623/.  85.  2£/*,  and  deducting  from 
that  sum,  the  454/.  25.  9^^.,  the  former  balance  due  to  the 
Defendant,  there  remained  due  from  him  169/.  5««  ^\d. 

Upon  this  report,  a  further  decree  was  made  on  the 
13th  oi February  last;  and  thereby,  it  was  ordered,  that 
the  Master's  report,  dated  the  23d  of  January  1838, 
should  be  confirmed ;  and  it  was  referred  back  to  the 
Master,  to  tax  the  Plaintifis  their  subsequent  costs;  and 
it  was  ordered,  that  such  costs,  when  taxed,  should  be 
added  to  the  amount,  already  found,  by  the  report  of  the 
28d  of  January  1838,  to  be  due  to  the  Plaintiff  miliam 
Bawtree ;  and  it  was  ordered,  that  the  Defendant  Samuel 
Slurgisj  the  provisional  assignee  of  the  Defendant  WaU 
souj  should  join  in  surrendering  the  copyhold  estate^ 
in  the  pleadbgs  mentioned,  subject  to  the  mortgages  in 

the 
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1888;  (be  pleadings  mentioned ;  and  it  was  ordered,  that  the 
Master  should  tax  the  costs  of  Defendant  SinrgiSf  and 
that  such  costs,  when  taxed,  should  be  paid  by  the 
Plaintiff  William  Baudree^  and  be  added  to  the  amouot 
of  his  debt;  and  it  was  ordered,  that  the  receiver  of  the 
said  copyhdd  estates  should  pass  his  accx>unts,  and  ptj 
the  balance,  if  any,  to  the  Plaintiff,  in  part  discharge  of 
his  debt,  and  that,  upon  payment  thereof  his  recqgoi- 
zanoes  should  be  discharged. 

It  appeared  that  in  the  progress  of  the  sait,  the  iDe* 
Cendant  had  also  delivered  to  the  petitioner,  his  solicitor 
various  deeds  and  documents,  relating  to  the  copyboU 
estate  in  question,  for  securing  the  420/.  The  petitioner, 
by  his  petition,  prayed,  that  he  might  be  declared  to 
bav«  a  lien  on  the  copyhold  estate,  by  virtue  of  tbe  dieed 
oi  April  1884,  and  the  deposit  of  the  other  deeds;  und 
that,  if  necessary,  an  account  mif  ht  be  taken,  of  wlwt 
was  due  to  the  petiUoner ;  and  that  the  provisional  ss** 
signee  and  the  Defendant  might  be  restrained  from 
surrendering  the  estate  to  the  Plaintiff,  until  the  peti- 
tioner had  been  paid. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  W.  C  L.  Keene^  in  suRiort  of 
the  petition. 

Argued,  first,  that  the  petitioner  had  a  lien  on 
the  copyhold  estate,  by  virtue  of  the  deed  of  the  23d 
April  1834;  and  that  such  lien  extended  to  the  amount 
of  the  balance  of  454/.  2s.  9^^.,  found  in  favour  of 
the  Defendant,  by  the  report  of  the  9th  day  of  D^ 
cember  1886.  It  was  further  contended  for  the  pe- 
titioner, thatatleasti  he  had  a  lien  upon  the  balance  ulti- 
mately found  due.  That  if  from  the  sum  of  454/.  25. 9^^ 
the  balance  found  due  to  the  Defendant,  in  the  first 
report,  the  sum  of  299^,  charged  against  him  for  rent 

on 
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6n  the  second  report,  were  deducted,  there  would  r^  ^  mSi 
uifilin  a  sum  of  155^.  2s.  9^.  due  to  the  Defendsilti 
That  the  PlaintiiF  would  not,  in  any  case,  be  entitled,  ttA 
against  a  lien  of  the  Defendant's  solicitor,  to  apply  thih 
sum  towards  satisfaction  of  his  costs ;  and  that  if  in 
ordinary  cases,  he  might  be  so  entitled,  he  conld  not  be 
ko  in  this  case,  because,  by  lodging  the  attachment,  hfi 
elected  to  adopt  his  legal  remedy  for  the  recorery  of  his 
costs,  and,  thereby,  lost  his  equitable  right  of  set  off. 

^Doe  dem,  Swinton  v.  Sinclair  {a\  Jones  v.  ThmbuiU  (£), 
HtnoeU  v.  Harding  (c),  and  Harmer  r.  Harris  (<Q,  were 
relied  on. 

Mr.  Hayter^  contra^  contended  that  die  sdlicitor^^ 
lien,  extended  only,  to  the  balance  nltimateiy  found  due^ 
and  could  not  be  permitted  to  interfere  with  the  PlaiA^ 
tiff's  right  of  set-off  for  the  costs  payable  to  him  bythe 
Defendant.  That  the  account  of  December  18B6  was 
incomplete;  and  that  no  such  balance  as  454/.  every  in 
reality,  existed :  as  to  the  deed  of  covenant,  and  the  de« 
posit  of  the  deeds,  he  contended  that  they  were  in* 
effectual  under  the  doctrine  oi  lis  pendens. 

Mr.  Reynolds^  for  the  assignee  of  Watson. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  principal  question  is,  whether  the  lieh  of  a 
solicitor  is  to  enter  into  conflict  with  the  equities  be- 
tween the  parties;  or  whether  in  a  case,  where' costs 
have  been  awarded  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  a  debt  round 
due  from  him,  he  can,  on  further  directions,  be  permitted 
to  set  off  the  costs,  without  regard  to  the  lien  of  the 

solicitor. 

{d\  S  Bowl  Pr,  Ca,  26,  (c)  8  TamU  568. 

\h)  lb.  591.  {d)  I  Rm.  155. 
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18S8.  solicitor*  Another  point  is,  whether  the  deed  of  cove* 
nant  o(  Jpril  18S4,  can  affect  the  rights  of  the  parties; 
and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  deed  obtained  by  the 
solicitor  from  his  client,  pendente  liU,  can  in  no  way 
affect  the  Plaintiff's  rights  against  the  Defendant ;  and 
that  thfe  solicitor's  lien,  upon  a  balance  due  to  his  client, 
cannot  extend  beyond  the  amount  of  the  true  balance 
ultimately  ascertained :  although,  in  one  stage  of  the 
cause,  a  larger  balance,  than  that  which  was  ultimately 
found  to  be  just,  appeared  on  the  Master's  report. 

There  is  also  another  question,  arising  out  of  the  at- 
tachment, whether  the  party,  having  thought  fit  to  follow 
a  personal  remedy,  is  entitled  to  resort  to  his  lien.  I 
shall  give  these  points  my  further  consideration.  - 


AprU  6.  The  Master  of  the  Roixs  (after  stating  the  case  and 

the  points  argued,)  said,  I  before  stated  my  opinion, 
that  the  deed  obtained  by  the  solicitor  from  his  dient, 
pendente  lite^  could  in  no  way  affect  the  Plaintiff's  rights 
againAt  the  Defendant;  and  that  the  solicitor's  lien, 
upon  a  balance  due  to  his  client,  could  not  extend  be-« 
yond  the  amount  of  the  true  balance,  as  ultimately  ascer* 
tained:  although,  in  one  stage  of  the  cause,  a  larger 
balance,  than  that  which  was  ultimately  found  to  be  just, 
appeared  on  the  Master's  report  Upon  looking  into 
the  cases,  it  does  not  appear  to  me,  that  this  Court 
allows  the  solicitor's  lien  to  interfere  with  the  equities 
between  the  parties.  The  Plaintiff  has  been  declared  to 
be  entitled  to  his  costs,  and  as  against  the  Defendant 
Watson^  or  his  assignee,  or  bis  solicitor,  the  Plaintiff 
has  a  right,  in  this  Court,  to  apply  any  balance  due  to 
the  Defendant,  towards  satisfaction  of  those  costs,  if  the 
right  be  not  prejudiced,  by  his  lodging  the  attachment; 
and  I  do  not  think,  that  this  makes  any  difference.    I 

am 
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am  of  opinion,  that  the  execution  of  a  writ  of  attachment       1888. 
for  costs  does  not  deprive  the  party  issuing  it  of  any 
lien,  or  right  of  set-off,  for  payment  of  the  same  costs, 
which  he  may  possess. 

If  the  Plaintiff  had  received  any  thing  upon  the  at* 
tachment,  or  on  account  of  the  costs,  there  would  be 
ground  for  an  inquiry  on  the  subject;  but  there  is  no 
allegation  even,  to  that  effect  And  1  am  of  opinion  that 
the  petition  must  be 

Dismissed  with  costs. 


See  Ex  parte  Rhodes^  15  Vet.  541.;   Skme  v.  Gough^  SSalLjr 
J9.S4,;  and  Ex  parte  Bryant^  1  Mad.  49. 


MONTEITH  i^.  NICHOLSON.  May  9. 27. 

irrriLLiAM  cowend  Nicholson,  the  tes-  Ate^utorbc 

^^    tator,  by  his  will,  dated  in  July  1834,  be-  ''"^^J^^esute 

queathed  as  follows :  — -  ^^  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  and  to  his  brothers 

equally  amongst  all  and  every  my  brothers  and  sisters,  golutelvT  and 

living  at  my  decease,  all  that  the  principal  sum  of  500/.,  declared,  that 

standing  in  the  books  of  the  Governor  and  Company  of  ihonid^die  fn 

the  Bank  of  England,  in  my  name ;  also  all  the  interest  **"  nfetime, 
■I  J  -s"^  J  ,1,    1  or  afterwards, 

due  and  to  grow  due  upon  the  same,  to  hold  the  same  without  leav- 

to  them,  my  said  brothers  and  sisters,  their  executors,  jJ^^g^^JJ^^JJ 

administrators,  and  assigns,  in  equal  shares  and  pro-  viving^his 

.^^•.«.:^«.    "hare  should 
poruons,  g^,  ^^^^ 

the  surviyora;  and  that  if  any  should  die  in  bis  lifetinicv  or  afterwards,  leaving  issue 
him  survivingyliis  share  should  be  divided  amongst  his  issue ;  and  he  declared,  that 
none  of  the  legatees  should  be  entitled  to  any  bequest,  until  they  attained  twenty- 
one.  Held,  that  on  attaining  twenty-one,  the  brothers  and  sisters  took  absolute 
interests,  and  that  the  limitation  over,  was  to  take  effect  only  in  the  event  of  the 
death  of  a  legatee  under  twenty-oDe,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  or  afterwards. 


7S0 
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NlCBOUOW. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  ^ 

poitioDSs  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants. 
I  also  give  and  bequeath  unto  all  of  them,  my  said 
brothers  and  sisters,  all  that  my  part,  share,  or  interest 
in  all  the  household  goods  and  furniture^  belonging  to 
my  father;  also  all  and  every  the  rest  and  remainder  of 
all  my  personal  estate  absolutely;  and  I  declare  it  to 
be  my  will  and  meaning,  that  if  any  of  my  said  brothers 
and  sisters  die  in  my  lifetime,  or  afterwards,  without 
leaving  lawful  issue  him,  her,  or  them  surviving,  the 
share  or  shares  of  him,  her,  or  them  so  dying  shall  go 
to,  and  be  equally  divided  amongst  the  survivor  or  sar^ 
vivors  of  them ;  and  if  any  of  them,  my  said  brothers 
and  sisters,  die  in  my  lifetime  or  afterwards,  leaviiy 
issue  him,  her,  or  them  survivmg^  the  share  or  shares 
of  him,  her,  or  them  so  dying  shall  go  to,  and  be 
equally  divided  amongst  such  issue,  share  and  share 
alike,  as  tenants  in  common,  such  child  or  children 
taking  their  parents'  share;  and,  moreover,  I  declare  it 
to  be  my  wiU,  that  none  of  the  legatees,  under  this  my 
will,  shall  be  entitled  to  any  bequest  until  they  severally 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years." 


The  question  in  this  cause  was,  whether,  upon  the  true 
construction  of  the  will  of  the  testator,  William  Cowend 
Nicholson,  his  brothers  and  sisters  took  absolute  estates 
in  the  legacies  given  tp  them,  on  their  attaining  their 
ages  of  twenty-one  years;  or  whether,  they,  at  that 
period,  took  estates  for  life  only,  in  all  or  any  of  those 
legacies. 

Mr.  Pewbertott  and  Mr.  Wray,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  who 
were  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  testator  claimed  an 
absolute  interest  in  the  fund. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Bacon^  for  the  executor. 


Mr. 
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Mr.  Berretfy  for  JViUiam  M.  Monteithf  the  infant  child 
of  the  PlaintiiF,  James  Monteith,  insisted,  that  the  bro- 
thers and  sisters  of  the  testator,  William  Cowend  Vichcl' 
sofif  took  a  life  interest  only  under  his  will,  in  his 
personal  estate. 


T^e  Master  of  the  Rolls.  1%  a7. 

The  words  of  beqaest,  in  the  first  part  of  the  wiU^ 
give  to  the  legatees  absolute  vested  interests  in  the  SOOL 
stocki  in  the  testator's  share  of  his  deceased  father^s 
furniture,  and  in  his  own  residuary  estate;  die  neat 
dause  in  the  will  contains  a  limitation  over  ^n  tbo 
event  of  the  legatee  dying  in  the  testator's  Ufetime  ot 
afterwards),  to  the  surviving  legatee,  if  the  deceased 
legatee  had  died  without  issue ;  and  to  the  issue  of  the 
deceased  legatee,  if  the  deceased  l^atee  had  died  leaving 
issue.  The  testator  then  declares,  that  none  of  the 
legatees  shall  be  intitled  to  any  bequest,  until  th^ 
severally  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  and  taking: 
all  the  clauses  together,  I  think  that  the  effect  is,  to 
give  an  absolute  vested  interest  to  each  legateey  on  attain- 
ing the  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  and  that  the  limitation 
over  is  to  take  effect,  only  in  the  event  of  the  death  of 
the  legatee^  dying  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  yeai%  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  or  afterwards. 
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1856.  BBTWSBN 

ji^ui.     Sir  JAMES  WEBSTER  WEDDERBURN,  Bart, 
-^'^•^-  ARCHIBALD    MURRAY    DOUGLAS,    Esq., 

GEORGE  HAWKINS*  Esq.,  and  MARY  WED- 
DERBURN his  Wife,  and  CHARLES  WED- 
DERBURN WEBSTER         -         -  Plaintiffi; 

AND 

JAMES  WEDDERBURN,  since  deceased,  AN- 
DREW COLVILE,  ALEXANDER  SETON, 
ROBERT  DOUGLAS,  and  ELIZABETH  his 
Wife,  and  JOHN  WEDDERBURN,  and  Sir 
DAVID  WEDDERBURN        -       .  Defendants. 

Account  of      HPHE  circumstances  of  this  case  are  so  fully  detailed 
pSrto^  ^  *®  judgment  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  that  it 

estate  directed  is  considered  unnecessary,  here,  to  state  them. 

after  a  lapse  ' 

of  thirty  years  Mr. 

and  repeated 

changes  in  the  firm,  and  after  several  deeds  and  a  release  bad  been  executed  by  toe 

parties  beneficially  interested ;  the  surviving  partners  being  the  executors  of  the 

decMued  partner  and  guardians  of,  the  cettvu  que  trutt,  and  the  settlements  being 

partial  only,  and  founded  on  insufficient  knowledge,  by  the  ceitmt  que  irmip  of  tbe 

partnership  affiurs  and  accounts. 

il.,'j9.,andC,in  1796,  became  partners,  as  merchants,  under  articles  for  seven  jesrs, 
and  it  was  provided,  that  if  either  partner  died  in  the  mean  time,  tbe  paitoeiship 
should  be  determined,  as  to  his  share,  from  the  1st  of  Majf  following  his  death ; 
and  that  thereupon  an  account  should  be  taken,  and,  after  payment  of  aebts^  "p^f" 
ment,  appropriation  and  delivery  "  should  be  made  between  the  surviving  partners 
and  the  executors  of  the  deceased  partner,  of  the  residue  of  the  monies,  goods,  &c^ 
of  the  partnership.  In  1801  B.  died,  and  appointed  his  wife  and  surviving  partoeis, 
A,  and  C,  his  executors  and  guardians  of  his  infant  children,  who  were  his  resi- 
duary legatees.  A.  and  C,  only,  proved  the  will,  and  having  caused  a  valuation 
and  account  of  the  partnership's  assets  to  be  made,  a  balance  sheet  was  settled,  up 
to  the  1st  of  Mau  1 80], shewing  what  amount  was  considered  due  to  the  testators 
estate  (which  included  outstanding  credits  to  a  large  amount),  and  his  estate  ^ 
credit^  accordingly  in  the  partnership  books,  and  the  partneri^ip  continued  by  to^ 
surviving  partners,  but  no  severance  of  the  assets  was  made. 

In  ilfoy  1809,  the  eldest  son  came  of  age,  and  an  account  was  stated  hythe 
executors,  of  the  testator's  residuary  personal  estate,  but  which  assumed,  as  its  benS) 
the  valuation  and  account  made  on  the  testator^s  death :  another  account  was 
stated  of  tbe  debts  and  credits  remaining  unpaid  and  uncollect^,  shewing  wn^^ 
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Mr.  Pemherkm,  Mr.  Koe  and  Mr.  WiUiamson^  for  the        1836. 
Plaintiffs.  --•■V^^ 

WxODSaBUEN 
V, 

Mr.  Titmey,  Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Cb/wfc,  for  the  Wbdmehubn. 

Defendants.  ^"J  ^«"  d>- 

visible:  and 
another  of 

The  following  authorities  were  relied  on:  — Q»i  v.  Jj^aSfor 
Collingridge{a\  Crawshayy.  CoUins{b\  Walker  ▼.  Sy-  the  eldest 
monds  {c\  Gregory  v.  Gregory  (d),  Champion  v.  JBigby{e\  u^^^\ 
Chalmers  v.  Bradley  (g),  Downes  v.  Gazebroohe  (A),  JEr  ^®®^  '^^'^^ 
par^^  Za«y  (i),  CockereU  ▼.  Chdmandeley.  (*)  1809,  between 

il.  and  the 
^_^,^^^^^^_______^  eldest  son, 

was  executed, 
on  which 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  these  accounts 

were  en- 
lliis  is  a  bill  filed  by  Sir  James  fVedderbum  Webster^  dorsed»  and  A. 

and  other  persons,  the  children,  or  representing  the  foJthepay- 
children,  of  David   Webster  deceased,   against  James  went,  by  in- 

ur  jj    1^         stalmcnts,  of 
Wedderburfij  the  share  due 
(a)  1  Jao.  607.  (e)  1  Run.  4*  M.  859.  ^  *«  ^^^ 

?\  ;'/"-'i!- ..        ;?  't'  *  ^•''-      Tsi^^ha" 

(c)  S  ^iMm.  64—69.  (*)  5  Jlfer.  200.  bee„  ,^;,ed  ; 

(O  Cooper,20l.    S.  C.  Jacob,         (t)  6  F>#.  6S8.  and  the  eldest 

631.  [k)  1 R,  4-  Af.485.  son  declared 

he  was  "  con- 
tent and  satisfied  with  the  disclosures  thus  far  made  and  accounts  thus  far  given/* 
&c. ;  and  it  was  provided  he  should  not  be  prevented  from  claiming  any  mrther 
share  ^  not  as  yet  received,  or  fallen  in,  or  accounted  for.'* 

In  1810, 1815, 1891,  1886,  and  1850,  changes  took  place  in  the  partnership  firm. 
There  were  three  younger  children,  who  attained  twenty-one  respectively,  in  1812, 
1815,  and  1820,  when  similar  accounts,  founded  on  the  same  basis,  were  stated  to 
each  of  them  by  the  executors ;  and  a  similar  deed  of  settlement  executed  by  the 
two  former,  and  a  release  by  fhe  latter,  and  further  divisions  of  the  testator's  assets 
made  accordingly.  InisiS  the  only  other  child  died  an  infant,  and  then  also  a  divi- 
sion of  assets  was  made;  and,  in  1822,  a  deed  of  release  was  executed  by  the  trustees 
of  the  settlement  of  one  of  the  daughters,  in  respect  of  a  balance  not  included  in 
the  deed  executed  by  her.  The  bill  was  filed  in  1851,  by  the  several  children  and 
their  representatives : 

Held  that.  A,  and  C,  being  executors  and  guardians  as  well  as  surviving  partners, 
and  the  release  being  partial  only,  and  founded  on  insufficient  knowledge  by  the 
cettuu  que  trust  of  the  partnership  affairs  and  accounts,  the  Plaintifis  were  not  pre- 
cluded, by  their  deeds  or  by  lapse  of  time,  from  inquiring  into  the  mode  in  wnich 
the  assets  of  the  old  firm  had  been  dealt  with,  and  claiming  a  share  in  the  profits 
arising  from  the  testators  assets  having  been  used  in  the  business  of  the  successive 
partnerships. 

SB  2 
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18  36.        Wedderbwrfij  since  deceased,  Andrew  ColxjiU  and  c&tx 
^^^"V*^*'    persons,  who  are,  or  represent  the  surviving  partners 
V.  and  the  executor  of  David  Webster^  or  persons  inter- 

WsBDEBBuaN.  ^^^  j^^  ^^  busincss  in  which  he  was  concerned,  and 
which  was  ctirried  on  after  his  death,  and  also  against 
his  widow,  and  her  second  husband ;  and  the  bUl  prays 
a  declaration,  that  the  children  of  David  Webster^  and 
those  who  represent  them,  are,  under  the  circumstances, 
entitled  to  participate  in  the  gains  and  profits  made  by 
carrying  on  the  partnership  business  since  his  death: 
and  that  an  account  thereof  may  be  taken,  and  that  the 
Plaintiff's  share  may  be  paid  by  the  Defendants,  Sr 
David  Wedderbwm^  James  Wedderbum^  Andrew  Cohile 
and  Alexander  Seton,  The  bill  also  prays  a  *  general 
account  of  the  estate  o(  David  Webster,  and  of  the  ap- 
plication thereof,  and  of  what  is  due  to  the  Plaintiffif 
under  his  will. 

It  appears,  that  in  1796,  John  Wedderbum  and  the 
testator,  David  Webster^  who  had  for  some  time  before 
carried  on  business   as  merchants  in  partnership  to- 
gether, agreed  to  take  the  Defendant,  Sir  David  Wed- 
derbumj  into  partnership  with  them ;  and  it  was  agreed, 
that  the  three  should  carry  on  business  together,  for 
seven  years,  if  they  should  all  so  long  live.     The  terms 
of  the  partnership  were  the  subject  of  a  deed,  dated 
the  21st  of  May  1796,  and  made  between  Jokn  Wed- 
derbum of  the  first  part,  the  testator,  David  fVebster^ 
of    the  second  part,  and  the  Defendant,   Sir  Da^d 
Wedderbum,  of  the  third  part;  and  thereby,  it  was  de- 
clared, that  during  the  continuance  of  the  partnersbipi 
John  Wedderbum  and  David  Webster  should  be  equally 
entitled  to  five  sixth  shares  of  the  business ;  and  Dffoid 
Wedderbum  to  one  sixth  share  thereof;  but  if  either 
Jokn  Wedderbum,  or  David  Webster  should  die  during 

the  seven  years,  then,  fix)m  the  1st  of  May  ensuing 

such 
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such  death,  the  survivor  of  them  should  become  entitled       1SS6. 
to  two  thirds  of  the  business,  and  David  Wedderbum  to  Ju^^^^ 
the  remaining  one  third.     It  was  provided,  that  each  of  v» 

the  partners,  should  at  aU  times  during  the  partnership,  Weddbmubh; 
and  at  the  determination  thereof,  enjoy  a  several  share 
and  interest  in  the  business,  and  the  capital  thereof,  and 
the  profits .  to  be  produced  thereby,  and  in  the  goods 
and  debts  thereof,  according  to  their  respective  interests 
ui.  the  trade;  that  an  account  should  be  yearly  made 
put  and  stated ;  and  that  if  any  of  the  partners  should 
die  during  the  partnership,  the  executors  of  the  partners 
dying  should  stand  in  his  place,  and  be  considered  a 
partner,  until  the  first  day  of  May  after  the  death  of  the 
deceased  partner,  when  the  partnership,  as  to  such  de- 
ceased partner,  was  to  determine ;  but  the  executors  of 
tlie  deceased  partner  were  not  to  act  in  the  business, 
and  the  surviving  partners  were  not  to  enter  into  new 
engagements,  so  as  to  prejudice  or  affect  the  executors 
of  the  deceased  partner,  or  their  interest  in  the  capital. 
And  upon  the  1st  day  of  May^  next  after  the  death  of 
the  deceased  partner  or  in  three  months  afterwards,  the 
surviving  partners  were  to  make  out  a  full  and  perfect 
account  of  the  partnership  business,  property  and 
liabilities,  and  deliver  a  copy  thereof  to  the  executors 
of  the  deceased  partner ;  and  the  executors  of  the  de- 
ceased partner,  were  to  meet  the  surviving  partners,  and 
to  examine  the  books ;  and  finally  adjust  and  settle  the 
account,  which  was  then  to  be  signed ;  and  as  soon  as 
might  be,  after  the  account  was  settled,  payment  was  to 
be  made  of  all  debts  due  from  the  partnership ;  and 
after  payment  thereof,  then  true  payment,  partition  and 
delivery  was  to  be  made,  by  and  between  the  surviving 
partners,  and  the  executors  of  the  deceased  partner,  at 
their  then  house,  or  place  of  trade,  according  and  in 
proportion  to  their  several  and  respective  shares  and 
interests,  of  and  in  the  trade  or  business,  of  all  the  clear 
S  B  S  residue 


726  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

18S6.       residue  and  surplus  of  the  monies,  securities,  goods, 
^^■^^V^^^     wares,  merchandises,  property  and  effects  whatsoever, 
r.  which  should  then  be  due  and  belonging  to  the  said 

WsDMuuEN.  j^jjj^  trade,  or  business,  or  to  the  surviving  partners 
and  the  executors  of  the  deceased  partners,  in  respect 
thereof,  and  also  all  outstanding  debts,  and  sums  of 
money,  due  and  owing,  or  belonging  to  the  surviving  part- 
ners and  the  executors  of  the  deceased  partner,  on  ac- 
count of  the  joint  trade;  and  which,  after  all  the  debts 
from  the  partnership  were  fully  paid,  were  to  be  shared 
and  divided,  between  the  surviving  partners  and  the 
executors  of  the  deceased  partner,  in  proportion  sai 
according  to  their  several  and  respective  shares  and 
interests  in  the  said  joint  trade ;  and  thereupon  assign- 
ments and  releases  were  to  be  made  and  given,  (a) 

Upon  these  terms,  thepartnership  business  commenced, 
and  was  carried  on,  under  the  firm  of  Wedderbwmy 
Webster  and  Co.  It  appears,  that  the  partnership  pro- 
perty consisted,  to  a  considerable  extent,  of  ships  and 
shares  of  ships ;  and  of  debts  owing  to  the  concern,  and 
particularly  a  very  large  debt,  owing  to  the  firm  from  the 
estate  of  James  Wedderbum^  deceased,  under  whose  i^ 

Mr. 

{a)  And  the  deed  contained  Welnter.  And  immediately  after 

a    co?enant   from   Sir    Ikand  the  ships,  goods,  wares,  mer- 

Wedderbum^  to    purchase   one  chandises,  property  and  effects 

fourth  part  of  the  ships  belong-  which  he  was  to  purchase  were 

ing  to  John   Wedderbum  and  valued  and  appraised,  he  was  to 

DaM   Webtier^   at    a    valu»-  give  security  for  payment  of  the 

Uon:   and  a  further  covenant,  amount 
that  if  Sir  Datnd,  by  the  death         It  did  not,  however,  appear  in 

of  John  Wedderbum  or  Ikand  what  manner  Sir  Damd  Wedder- 

^  WebtteTf  should  become  entitled  bum  paid,  w  secured  payment  of 

to  an  increased  share  in  the  bu*  that  share  of  the  partnership  pro- 

dness,  he  would  thereupon  pur-  perty  which  he  was  to  purchase, 

chase  an  increased  share  In  the  nor,  what  were  the  particulars 

ships  and  other  property  and  of  the  property,  of  which  he  was 

effects,  from  the  executors  of  to  purchase  such  share. 
John  Wedderbum  or  of  D<md 
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Mr.  John  Wedderbum  was  executor  and  residuary  le-       1836. 

^^^*  WSDSBBBUIH 

9. 

In  1798,  the  partners  agreed  to  admit  the  Defetfdant,  Wkddbmoek. 
Andrea  Colvile,  as  a  partner,  on  the  terms  of  his 
being  entitled  to  no  share  of  the  profits,  during  so 
much  of  the  seven  years,'  as  he  and  John  Wedderbum 
should  jointly  live,  and  being  entitled  to  lOOOA  a  year 
for  his  services. 

On  the  10th  February  1801,  David  Webster  made  his 
will,  and  thereby,  after  devising  and  bequeathing  certain 
portions  of  his  estates,  he  gave  all  the  rest  and  residue 
of  his  monies,  securities  for  money,  stock  in  the  public 
fiinds,  parts  and  shares  of  ships  and  all  other  his  per- 
sonal estate  and  effects,  charged  with  his  debts,  to  his 
wife  Elizabeth  (now  the  Defendant  Lady  Douglas),  and 
his  partners,  John  Wedderbum  and  David  Wedderbum  g 
on  trust,  to  sell  all  such  parts  thereof  as  did  not  con- 
sist of  stocks,  or  monies,  or  securities;  and  to  invest  the 
proceeds.  And  he  directed,  that  out  of  the  dividends 
and  interest,  his  wife  should  receive  an  annuity  of 
1200^1  to  be  reduced  to  5002.,  if  she  married  again; 
and  subject  to  the  provision  made  for  his  wife,  he  gave 
the  residue  of  his  estate,  for  the  benefit  of  his  children, 
in  the  particular  manner  mentioned  in  his  will,  and 
upon  which  no  question  is  raised.  He  appointed  his 
wife,  John  Wedderbum  and  Sir  Dqoid  Wedderbum, 
joint  executors  of  his  will,  and  committed  to  them  the 
,  guardianship,  custody  and  tuition  of  his  children,  and 
of  their  several  estates  and  fortunes,  during  their  re- 
spective minorities. 

Mr.  David  Webster  died  on  the  21st  March  1801. 

His  wife,  now  Lady  Douglas,  and  his  partners,  John 

and  Sir  David  Wedderbum,  survived  him,  and  he  left 

S  jB  4  five 
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1B86I       five  children,  Jamesj  Aimej  Maty^  Charles  and  DaM. 
The  Plaintiflfe,  Sir  James  Webster   iVedderbum,  Mrs. 
^  Mtay  Hawkins  and  Charles  Wedderbum  WAster^  are 

WAutuu&ii.'  threeW  the  children  still  surviving;  the  other  two  are 
dead,  Anne  having  attained  twen^'-one,  and  married 
the  Haintiff,  Archibald  Murrey  Douglas,  who  represents 
her;  and  Davidj  who  was  bom  after  the  testator's  death, 
having  died  an  infant,  his  interest,  under  the  will,  sur- 
vived  to  his  brothers  and  sisters. 

On  the  death  of  the  testator,  Mr.  David  JfdsUr^  it 
became  necessary  to  consider,  what  was  to  be  done 
with  his  interest,  in  the  firm  of  Wedderbum^  Webster 
and  Co.  The  partnership  deed  plainly  provided,  diat 
notwithstanding  the  death  of  a  partner,  the  business  was 
to  be  continued  on  a  joint  account,  till  the  first  day  of 
May  next  following,  and  it  was  then  to  cease,  as  to  the 
interest  of  the  deceased  partner;  probably,  it  would  DOt 
have  been  easy,  under  any  circumstances,  to  follow 
strictly  the  directions  of  the  deed,  for  winding  up  the 
concern ;  but  the  accounts  were  directed  to  be  settled, 
between  the  surviving  partners  and  the  executors  of  the 
deceased  partner,  and  assignments  and  mutual  releases 
were  to  be  made  and  given ;  but  these  assignments  and 
these  releases  were  to  be  transactions  between  the  sur- 
viving partners  of  the  one  part,  and  the  executors  of 
the  deceased  partner  of  the  other  part;  when  the  deed 
was  executed,  it  was  not  contemplated  that  the  sur- 
viving partners,  and  the  executors  of  the  deceased  part- 
ners, would  be  the  same  persons. 

Nevertheless,  Mr.  David  Webster  appointed  his  part- 
ners, J(An  and  Sir  David  Wedderbum,  to  be  two  of  bis 
executors,  and  the  guardians  of  his  children ;  and  theyt 
the  surviving  partners,  alone  proved  the  willy  and 
thereby  became  the  sole  legal  personal  representatires; 

and 
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and  they  thus  rendered  it  impossible  to  act  upon  the        1886* 
provisions  of  the  partnership  deed,  or  to  proceed  in  any  v^^^^^^ 
mode  that  was  satisfactory  and  safe,  to  wind  up  and  settle  v. 

the  accounts  and  dependencies  subsisting  between  them  WiDnaaiowr. 
and  their  testator,  and  at  the  same  time  continue  the 
trade..  It  would  appear,  however,  that  they  did  not 
consider  that  there  was  any  difficulty,  or  any  thing  in 
their  situation,  to  make  it  improper,  or  incompetent  for 
them  to  adopt  their  own  means  of  ascertaining  the 
value ;  and  to  purchase,  for  their  own  use  and  benefit, 
and  become  the  absolute  owners  of  that  share  of  the 
partnership  ships,  stock  and  effects,  which  belonged  to 
the  estate  of  their  testator,  David  Wdfster;  or  from 
dealing,  as  between  themselves  and  the  estate  of  the 
testator,  with  the  debts  owing  to  the  late  partnership, 
in  the  manner  they  thought  most  convenient.  They 
considered  the  partnership  business^  as  a  concern  which 
was  to  devolve  to  them,  exclusively  of  the  testator's 
estate,  on  the  1st  of  May  next  following  the  testator's 
death ;  and  they  determined  that  it  should  be  carried  on 
by  themselves  and  Mr.  Andrew  Colvile  (who  had  pre- 
viously become  a  partner  in  the  manner  I  have  men- 
tioned), under  the  firm  of  Wedderbum  and  Cq.  ;  and  the 
Defendants  Colvile  and  Seton  say,  that  for  the  purpose 
of  winding  up  the  afiairs  of  the  old  firm  of  Wedderbum^ 
Webster  and  Co.,  regular  and  just  valuations  were  made, 
by  competent  persons  appointed  for  that  purpose,  of  the 
ships,  shares  of  ships  and  other  partnership  stocks  and 
effects ;  and  they  were  taken,  at  such  valuation,  by  Wed- 
derbum and  Co. ;  and  the  old  firm  was  credited  with 
the  amount,  in  the  books  of  the  new  firm,  and  a  portion 
of  the  debts  due  to  the  old  firm  was  transferred  to  the 
books  of  the  new  firm,  and  the  old  firm  was  credited 
therewith,  in  the  books  of  the  new  firm ;  and  the  per« 
sons  from  whom  they  were  due,  were  debited  therewith. 
And  certain  debts,  to  a  much  larger  amount,  due  from 

the 
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18S6«       the  old  firm,  and  cariying  interest,  were,   with  the 

w^^^^^  assent  of  the  several  persons  to  whom  they  were  due, 

0.  transferred  from  the  books  of  the  old  firm,  to  their 

*™***"'***  credit,  in  the  books  of  the  new  firm;   and  in  lieu 

thereof  the  old  firm  was  debited  therewith  in  the  boob 

of  the  new  firm ;  and  a  balance  sheet  was  made  up  to 

.    the  1st  of  May  1801,  whereby  it  appeared,  that  the 

debts  doe  by  the  old  firm,  and  taken  over  by  the  newj 

so  fisur  exceeded  the  debts  due  to  the  old  firm,  and  taken 

over  by  the  new,  and  the  value  of  the  ships,  and  shares 

of  ships,  and  other  partnership  stock  and  effects  of  the 

old  firm,  that  there  was  a  balance,   to  the  amount  of 

98,5732.   ISs.   Ud.  due  to  the  new  firm  by  the  old 

firm* 

As  the  partnership  accounts  then  stood,  it  was  made 
to  appear,  that  the  whole  assets  consisting  of  propertjr 
and  debts  belonging  and  due  to  the  old  ccmceniy 
amounted  to  -  -     ^496,766  and  a  fiactioDy 

and  that  the  whole  liabilities 

amounted  to  -  410,782  and  a  fractbn. 


leaving  a  surplus  of         -  85,983   145.  11^2.; 

which,  when  realized,  was  to  be  divided  between  the 
surviving  partners,  and  the  executors  of  Mr.  David 
Webster^  the  deceased  partner,  in  the  shares  following; 
that  is  to  say, 

To  John  Wedderbum  -  i^  24,407  10    ^ 

To  the  executors  of  jDavtd^^As/^      -55,101     2    1 
To  Sir  D.  Wedderbum  -  M75    ^    ^ 

if  85,983  14  11  • 

and,  from  this  statement,  it  appears,  that  considersb/y 

more 
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more  than  three  fifths  of  the  whole  sarplusy  belonged  to       1896* 
the  estate  of  Daioid  Websta\  ^^^"""^^^ 

The  Defendants  have  examined  witnesses,  to  prove  ^■^■■■*»»*i 
that  proper  valuers  of  the  ships,  shares  of  ships  and 
other  property  were  appointed;  that  the  valuations  were 
duly  and  properly  made;  and  that  greater  value  could 
not  have  been  obtamed  upon  sale  by  an  aucdon;  and  I 
do  not  question  but  that  the  surviving  partners  may 
have^  really  and  bon&Jidej  intended  to  settle  every  thing 
in  a  fair  and  honourable  manner;  but  John  and  Sir 
D.  Wedderbum  were  executors  and  trustees,  as  well  as 
surviving  partners;  and  in  a  case,  in  many  respects 
similar.  Cook  v.  CoUitigridge  (a),  x  Lord  lUdon  says, 
<*  One  of  the  most  firmly  established  rules  is,  that  per-i 
sons  dealing  as  trustees  and  executors,  must  put  their 
own  interest  entirely  out  of  the  question ;  and  this  is  so 
difficult  to  do^  in  a  transaction  in  which  they  are  deal- 
ing with  themselves,  that  the  Court  will  not  enquire 
whether  it  has  been  done,  or  not;  but  at  once  says,  that 
such  a  transaction  cannot  stand ''— and,  therefore,  under 
the  circumstances  of  this  case,  considering  the  characters, 
filled  by  John  and  Sir  David  Wedderbum^  in  such  trans- 
actions incompatible  —  that  there  was  no  disinterested 
person  to  superintend,  or  check,  on  the  behalf  of  2>avfi2 
Webster's  estate,  either  the  valuation  of  the  property,  or 
the  transfers  of  debts  and  credits,  on  the  regulation  of 
which,  the  connections  and  custom  of  a  mercantile  house 
may  so  much  depend  —  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  pro- 
perty and  afiairs  of  the  firm  of  Wedderbum  and  Co. 
cannot  be  held  to  have  been  disposed  of  and  setded 
under  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of  21st  of  May  1196. 
The  principal  averment  in  the  plea,  **  that  no  part  of  the 

capital 

(a)  Jaco6, 631. 
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V^fi§^       capital  of  Wedderbum^  Webster ,  and  Co.,  belmi^ug,  ^iv 
V^tf^^'    due  to  the  estate  of  the  testator,  was  employed  in  canj^ 
v^  .j^    .  1  /r  Jug  QQ  ^Q  trade  or  business  of  the  successive  firms  of 
1^}K99}!%W  Wedderbum  and  Co.,  Wedderbum^  CokOe^  and  Co.,  and 
Cohnle  and  Co.,  or  any  of  them,''  fiuls  (a);  and  Ibe  biis»» 
^ess  of  the  new  firm  of  Wedderbum  and  Co.  havio^ 
after  the   1st  of  May  1801,  and  notwithsUndiog  the 
f|aper  transfer  in  the  books,  been  substantially  caniedt 
on,  with  the  property,  capital,  and  connections  of  tb^ 
old  firm  of  Wedderbum^   Webster,  and  Co.,  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  after  that  time,  the  case  would  have  beea 
treated  as  the  ordinary  case,  in  which  the  suiviviq^ 
partners  think  fit,  after  the  death  of  the  deceased  partner, 
to  deal  with  the  property,  which,  having.belonged  to  the 
partnership,  is  not,  in  the  contemplation  of  this  Conrl^ 
exclusively  theirs,  for  the  benefit  either  of  tbem&elve% 
or  any  other  persons,  whom  they  may  take  into  partna> 
ship  with  them.     I  have  no  doubt,  that  if  thq  casa  bad, 
been  brought  under   the  consideration  of  this  Court 
before  1809,  the  sale  would  have  been  held  to  be  void; 
and  the  partners  in  the  new  firm  of  Wedderburn  and 
Co.  would  have  been  compelled  to  account  to  the  per«- 
sons  beneficially  interested  in  the  estate  ofDamd  Web^- 
ster,  for  a  share  of  the  profits  made  by  carrying  on  the 
partnership  business. 

On  the  Slst  of  May  1809,  the  Plaintiff  Sir  James 

Webster  Wedderbum,  the  eldest  son  of  David  Webster, 

attained 

(a)  The  DefendantB  CiAvUe  and  thereof  wai  thereby  iaved  uato 
Seton  had  put  in  a  plea  and  an-  the  laid  Defendants  till  the  hear- 
8wer;  and  on  the  argument  of  the  ing  of  the  cause  5  and  the  Plain- 
plea,  on  the  7th  ^ovemd^risss,  tifls,  in  excepting,  were  not  to 
it  was  ordered  that  the  plea  call  for  any  account  of  the  prtifito 
should  stand  for  an  answer,  with  of  the  trade  since  the  1st  of 
liberty  for  the  Pluntiffi  to  ex-  May  1801. 
cept  thereto,  and  the  benefit 
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attained  his  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  and  the  Defendants     k^^'^Lj 
Cdtile  and  Seton  represent,  that  thereupon,  a  general  ao  J^^^^l^lT 
count  in  writing  was  made  out,  of  the  estates  and  effects  yj 

of  the  tefetator,  from  the  time  of  his  death,  up  to  the  1st  ^f^^^^^^^. 
day  of  Mm/  1809 ;  and  that  thereby  it  appeared,  that 
after  payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies,  and  reserving  a 
sum  for  payment  of  the  annuities  bequeathed  by  his  will, 
Aiere  would  then  be  divisible,  amongst  the  five  children  of 
die  testator,  on  account  of  his  residuary  personal  estate, 
il'sum  0^  I69O68L  6s.  lOd.;  provided  that  the  share,  due 
tt>  the  testator's  estate,  of  the  debt  then  due  to  Wedder- 
bunif  Webster^  and  Co.,  from  the  estate  of  James  Wedder* 
bum  deceased,  were  paid ;  and  that  the  seven  twenty- 
third  parts  or  shares  of  the  Plaintiff  Sir  James,  amounted 
to  92,846/.  lis.  lOd.;  and  the  four  twenty-third  parts 
or  shares  of  each  of  the  other  children,  to  13,0552. 75. 3d. ;  . 
that  an  account,  in  writing,  was  also  made  out  from  the 
books  of  Wedderburfif  Webster^  and  Co.,  whereby  it  ap- 
peared what  debts  due  to  the  firm,  on  the  1st  day  of 
Jiiay  1801,  were  then  uncollected,  and  what  debts  were 
then  due  by  the  firm,  and  unpaid ;  and  what  was  then 
due  to  the  estate  of  the  testator,  and  divisible  amongst 
his  children ;  and  that  an  account  was  also  made  up, 
in  writing,  to  the  1st  day  of  Mm/  1809,  of  all  sums  of 
money  expended  on  account  of  the  maintenance,  edu- 
cation, and  advancement  of  the  Plaintiff  Sir  James,  and 
which  amounted  to  1 1,447/.  1  Is.  2d. 

Three  accounts  are  thus  professed  to  have  been  ren- 
dered i  1  St,  An  account  of  the  testator's  estate  and  eflects 
from  his  death  to  the  Istof  Afoy  1809;  2dly,  An  account 
of  debts  due  to  and  from  Wedderbwm^  WebsierfBnd  Co.  on 
1st  Moj/  1809,  and  remaining  uncollected  and  unpaid ; 
and  Sdly,  An  account  of  sums  paid  for  the  mainte- 
nance, education,  and  advancement  of  Sir  James.  I 
must  assume,  that  these  accounts  were  made  out  under 

the 
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1BS6.       the  directions  of  John  and  Sir  David  Wedderbumy  the 
^^^^"^v^^    suryiving  partners^  and  also  the  executors  and  goardiaiis  ; 
•.  but  it  is  stated,  that  they  were  examined  by  the  Plaintiff 

WBBMnaoBK.  gjy  j^jg^^^  guj  careftiUy  examined  by  Mr.  Alexander 
Murray^  since  deceased,  as  solicitor,  acting  cm  behalf  of 
the  Plaintiff  Sir  James^  and  the  other  children  of  the 
testator;  and  that  after  much  investigation  and  in- 
quiry, and  particularly  with  reference  to  the  large  debt 
tlvsn  outstanding,  and  due  from  the  estate  of  James 
Wedderbunh  Mr.  Alexander  Murraj^y  and  the  Plaintiff 
Sir  JameSy  acting  under  his  advice,  were  satisfied  with 
find  ^proved  of  the  accounts. 

On  the  subject  of  these  accounts,  the  Defiendants  • 
have  produced  evidence ;  Mr.  James  Keil  was  a  confi* 
dential  clerk  and  book-keeper  of  Wedderhum  and  Co., 
and  he  says,  that  in  and  previous  to  1809,  Mr.  Alexander 
Murray  acted  as  the  solicitor  of  the  Plaintiff  Sir  James^ 
and,  to  the  best  of  his  belief,  for  the  other  children  of 
the  testator ;  that  the  several  accounts,  relating  to  the 
testator's  estate,  mentioned  in  the  answer  of  Coimfe  and 
SetoHj  being  the  accounts  I  have  mentioned,  were,  as 
he  knows,  investigated  and  examined  by  Mr.  Mttmn^,  to 
whom  he  delivered  the  accounts;  and  he  saw  him 
examine  the  same ;  he  then  says,  that  the  partnership 
books,  and  all  other  books  and  accounts  of  the  firms 
of  Wedderbum,  Webster^  and  Co.,  and  Wedderbum  and 
Co.,  were  open  to   the  investigation  of  Mr.  Murray; 
and  be  examined  the  same,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertain- 
ing whether  such  accounts  were  accurate,  and  made 
out  on  a  proper  principle ;  and  he  did  very  narrowly 
examine   such  accounts,  and  investigate  the  principle 
on  which  the  amount  due  to  the  estate  of  the  testator, 
in  respect  of  his  share  in  the  partnership  funds  of  Wed^ 
derbum^  Webster^  and  Co.,  was  ascertained ;  and  he  was, 
after  sucH  investigation  and  examination,  satisfied  with 

the 
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the  accounts;  and  that  the  same  were  made  out  on  a       18S6. 
proper  principle.  wSIIw 

Mr.  mOiam  Loxham  Farrer^  another  witness,  with-  W»w»iw»ii. 
out,  as  I  understood  his  evidence,  pledging  himself  to 
any  personal  knowledge  of  the  facts,  states  his  belief, 
that  Mr.  Murray  acted  as^  solicitor  for  Sir  Jamei  in 
1809,  and  continued  to  act  for  him,  and  the  other 
children  of  the  testator  till  1815;  and  that  the  accounts 
and  the  partnership  books  were  examined  by  him,  or 
by  some  accountant  employed  by  him,  or  by  the  Plain* 
tiff  Sir  3ame$  ;  and,  from  Mr.  Murray  having  indorsed 
the  accounts  furnished  him,  on  the  indenture  of  the  16th 
of  September  1809  (which  I  shall  afterwards  have  occa- 
sion to  notice),  the  witness  says,  he  has  no  doubt  that 
Mr.  Murray  was  satbfied  with  the  accounts,  and  that 
they  were  made  up  on  a  proper  principle.  From  the 
great  importance,  in  this  cause,  of  the  accounts  indorsed 
on  the  indenture  of  the  16th  oi  September  1809,  I  have 
found  it  necessary  to  examine  them  minutely ;  they  do 
not  appear  to  contain  any  account  of  the  estate  o(  David 
Webster^  at  the  time  of  his  death,  or  of  the  assets,  debts, 
and  liabilities  of  the  partnership,  either  at  that  time  or 
on  the  1st  day  of  May  next  following;  or  of  the  deal* 
ings  of  the  surviving  partners  and  executors,  with  the 
partnership  property,  debts,  and  credits,  between  the 
time  of  the  testator's  death,  and  the  1st  of  May  1809 ; 
but,  proceeding  on  the  assumption  that  all  was  settled 
up  to  the  1st  of  May  1809,  and  that  after  that  day, 
there  were  no  concerns  or  transactions  of  the  firm  of 
Wedderburn,  Webster ,  and  Co.,  except  those  which  re- 
lated to  the  debts  due  to  and  owing  by  that  part* 
nership,  it  proceeds  as  follows: — It  first  states  the 
debts  due  to  Wedderbum^  Webster,  and  Co.  on  the  1st 
of  3%  1809. 

Good 
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Good  debts  (exclusive  of  that  due 

from  estate  of  James  Wedderbum)  jf  19,168     5     1 

Due  from  the  estate  of  Jimes  Wed- 
derbum   -            -            -         .  190,472     3     0 

Balance  of  bad  and  doubtful  debts 

after  certain  deductions    -           -  17,627    8     5 


^227,267  16     6 


It  then  states  the  debts  due  by  Wedderbum^  Webster^ 
and  Co.  on  the  same  day.     (1st  jSfoy  1809.) 

Due  to  persons  not  members  of  the 

firm  ....     jei3,5il     4     8 

Stated  to  be  due  to  John  and  Sir 

David  Wedderbum^  for  balance  of 

debts  paid  by  them,  since  David 

Webster's  death,   after  deducting 

certain  sums  stated  to  be  due  by 

them  ....  188,488  14  1 
And  to  be  due  to  the  estate  o{  David 

Webster  -  .  .         75,292  17     9 


Ji227fie7  16     6 


Exclusively  of  the  large  debt  dde  from  the  estate  of 
James  Wedderbum^  the  total  amount  of  debts  due 
to  the  concern  {i,  e,  the  good  and  bad  together) 
amount  to    -  -  -     i^S6,795  18     6 

And  the  debts  owing  to  strangers 

being        ....  13,541     4    8 

The  difference  is        -         -     jf  28,254     8  10 


And  assuming  that  the  sums  to  be  received  on  ac- 
count of  debts  due,  would  equal,  but  not  exceed  the 
18,5412.  4&  Sd.f  due  to  strangers,  this  difference  of 

28,254/. 
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9Sy25^L  Bs.  lOd.^  would  have  to  be  deducted  from  the        M96; 
sums  previously  stated  to  be  due   to   the  surviving 
partners,  and  the  estate  of  the  deceased  partner,  in  the 
proportions  following ;  viz,  — 

From  the  share  of  Sir  David  Wedder" 

'  ittm,  ^ths           -            -  jf  S875  14  10 

estate  of />flwdW?65/«-,fVths  9689     7  0 

John  Weddei'bum^  f^yths         -  9689     7  0 

sessfis^   8  10 


To  every  item  of  debt  contained  in  the  a^^regate  I 
have  mentioned,  as  well  those  which  are  stated  to  be 
due  to  or  from  strangers,  as  those  stated  to  be  due  to  or 
from  c7«  and  Sir  D.  Wedderburriy  and  due  to  the  estate  of 
Sir  D.  Webster^  there  is  a  reference  to  a  folio  in  the 
ledger,  from  which  it  may  be  presumed,  that  some 
information  respecting  those  items  was  to  be  obtained. 

The  account  then,  assuming  that  D.  Webstef^s  share 
of  the  computed  deficiency  is  to  be  deducted  from  the 
amount  standing  to  his  credit  in  the  ledger,  ue.  deduct- 
ing 9689/L  7^.  from  75,292/.  175.  9/f.,  states  the  sum  of 
65,608/.  105.  9d.  as  the  balance  to  be  paid  to  the  estate 
of  David  Webster^  by  his  executors,  provided  the  debt 
due  from  the  estate  of  James  Wedderbvm  were  paid  by 
John  Wedderbum  ;  and  the  account  then  states,  how  that 
sum,  when  received,  was  to  be  appropriated;  and  it 
«ays,  that  9827/.  75.  lOd.  is  to  be  applied  in  payment  of 
a  debt  due  from  the  estate  of  the  testator,  David^  to  his 
son  Sir  James,  and  that  the  remainder,  56,211/.  2s.  lld^ 
was  to  be  divided  amongst  the  testator's  children ;  the 
sums  previously  advanced  to  the  children,  are  stated  to 
amount  to  18,857/.  3s.  11(/.,  which  being  added  to  the 
56,211/.  25.  lie/.,  they  make  together  75,068/.  Gs.  lOd.; 
and  this  is  the  sum  on  which  the  shares  of  the  children 

Vol.  II.  3  C  are 
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16d6«        are  oomptited;  the  share  of  Sir  JameSf  being  /^rds  of 
y^^^^^^  ^e  whole,  is  stated  to  be  22,846/1 17*.  lOrf.,  and  deduct- 
ff.  ing  from  that  1 1,447/.  lis.  2dL,  the  afnount  abready  ad- 

vanced to  him,  the  sum  payable  is  finally  stated  to  be 
ll,S99l.  Ss.  Sd. 


WiDaniumK. 


I  think  that  this  account,  which  affords  no  explanation 
of  the  dealing  of  the  surviving  partners  with  the  interest 
of  David  fVebstef's  share  in  the  concern,  is  not  sucb  an 
account  as  John  and  Sir  David  Wedderbum^  the  surviving 
partners  of  David  Webster^  the  executors  of  his  will,  and 
the  guardians  of  his  children,  ought  to  have  rendered  to 
the  eldest  son,  on  his  coming  of  age.  Every  thing  ought 
to  have  been  clearly  and  fully  explained.  Whether  a  clear 
and  full  account  might  have  been  obtained,  by  search- 
ing through  the  books,  from  the  references  contained  in 
the  accounts  which  were  rendered,  I  do  not  know;  but 
if  the  fact  were  so,  I  think  that  was  not  enough ;  I  think 
that  direct  and  clear  information  of  all  the  transactions, 
and  of  his  interest  is  them,  ought  to  have  been  given  to 
Sir  James  ;  and  there  is  nothing  to  explain,  what  were 
the  circumstances  under  which  Mr.  Alexander  Mumnf 
became,  and  acted  as  the  solicitor  of  Sir  James^  and  as 
it  is  said,  of  the  other  children  of  David  Webster^  who 
were  then  infants ;  or  what  were  the  views  and  consider* 
ations,  on  which  Mr.  Alexander  Murray  was  satisfied, 
that  the  accounts  were  made  out  on  a  proper  principle, 
as  Mr.  Keil  says  he  was* 

The  deed  of  the  16th  of  September  1809,  is  made  be- 
tween John  Wedderbum^  described  as  surviving  executor 
oiJame$  Webster  deceased  and  one  of  the  acting  execu- 
tors of  David  Webster  deceased,  of  the  one  part,  and  the 
Plaintifi*,  Sir  James^  then  a  cornet  in  his  Majesty's  10th 
regiment  of  dragoons,  and  a  legatee  named  in  the  wills 
of  James  Webster  deceased,  and  David  Wdfster  deceased, 

of 
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WBDOKHBUftH 
V. 

Wbddbhbubit. 


of  the  other  part;  it  recites  the  circumstanceB  under  1836. 
which  the  debt  of  9392^  7s.  lOd.  had  become  due  to 
the  Plaintiff,  Sir  James,  from  his  father ;  and  after  re* 
citing  the  will  of  David  Webster,  but  taking  no  notice  of 
the  partnership  deed  of  21st  oi  May  1796,  it  stated  the 
balance  upon  the  accounts  apparently  due  to  the  Plain- 
tiff, Sir  James,  to  be  11,399A  6s.  Bd.,  exclusively  of  the 
debt  of  9392/.  75.  lOd.  (a)  The  deed  then  recited,  that 
a  considerable  part  of  the  personal  estate  of  Daxnd  Web-^ 
ster  consisted  in  his  share  of  a  large  sum  of  money  due 
from  the  estate  of  James  Wedderbwm  deceased,  which 
would  not  be  recovered,  and  could  not  be  received  and 
got  in  for  some  years  to  come;  and  that  the  Plain- 
tiff, Sir  James,  had  urgent  occasion  for  the  sum  of 
9392/.  75.  lOd.  for  the  payment  of  his  debts :  and  it  had 
been  proposed  and  agreed,  that,  in  order  to  meet  such 
his  wants,  John  Wedderbwm,  as  acting  executor  of  David 
Webster,  should  pay  that  debt,  with  interest,  to  the  Plain- 
tiff, SHi  James,  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  August  1810 : 
and  that  the  11,399/.  6s.  8d.,  the  balance  of  his  share 
of  his  father's  residuary  estate,  should  be  paid  by  John 
Wedderbum  to  the  Plaintiff,  Sir  James,  by  seven  equal 
annual  instalments,  with  interest  to  be  computed  from 
the  1st  day  of  August  1809,  and  the  last  instalment 

being 

(a)  The  deed   then  recited,  of  age  on  tlie  said  31st  of  May 

*' that  the  residue  of  the  per-  1 809,  become  entitled  unto  ^rd 

sonal  estate  of  the  said  David  parts  of  the  whole,  amounting 

Webiter,  after  payment  thereout  in  the  whole  to   the  sum   of 

of  his  debts,  and  amongst  them,  28,846iL  I7s.  10</.,"   whereout 

the  said  debt  so  due  to  the  estate  being    deducted    the    sum    of 

of  the  said  Jamei  Welftter^  is  11,447/.  lU.  Sfi.,  the  adTances 

connderedormippotedXo^aAQMXii^  to  him,  the  balance  upon  the 

to  the  sum  of  75,068/.  6#.  \0d*  said    accounts   apparentiy   due 

sterling,  upon  the  account  made  unto  thesaidJontM  Webster  Wed' 

up  andindorsedon  these  presents,  derbum^  from  the  estate  of  David 

whereof  the  said  James  Waster  Webster^  was  1 1,399/.  6s.  Sd^  ex- 

Wedderbwm  did,  upoDhiscoming  clusively  of  the  9,39S/.  7#.  lOd. 

3  C  2 
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1836.       being  to  be  paid  on  the  1st  day  of  August  1816  ;  it  being 
^"^"V^^     understood,  and  expressly  agreed,  that  John  Weddniurn 
V.  was  to  undertake  for  the  payment  of  such  instalments 

Wbddbbbubk.  ^qj  in  yAs  capacity  of  executor,  but  on  his  own  private 
account,  he  being  the  legal  personal  representatiTC  of 
James  Wedderbumj  and  also  beneficially  interested  in  his 
estate.  The  deed  then  witnesses  the  covenant  of  John  Wed- 
derbum  to  that  effect,  and  further  witnesses  as  follows  :— 
<«  That  he  the  said  James  Webster  Webster,  (meaning 
the  PWntiff,  Sir  James,)  b  now  content  and  satisfied  with 
the  disclosure  thus  far  made,  and  the  accounts  thus  far 
given  by  the  said  John  Wedderburtij  of  the  personal 
'  estate  of  the  said  David  Webster;''  and  of  the  sum  of 
9S92/.  75.  10  A,  and  no  more,  being  justly  due  from  the 
said  estate,  on  the  account  therein  mentioned,  and  of  the 
said  principal  sum  of  11,399Z.  6&  8rf.  being  due  to  him, 
from  the  same  estate,  under  the  will  of  David  Webster; 
and  that  as  long  as  John  Wedderbum  performed  his  core- 
nnnts,  the  Plaintiff,  Sir  James,  would  not  require,  or  by 
suit  at  law  or  in  equity  demand  payment  of  the  sums  so 
agreed  to  be  paid  to  him.  And  there  was  a  proviso,  that 
the  deed,  or  the  agreement  therein  contained,  was  to  be 
understood  as  applying  only  to  the  account  and  state  of 
things  as  on  the  1st  day  of  May  1809,  and  as  then  ac- 
counted for,  and  as  not  precluding  or  preventing  him 
from  claiming,  or  becoming  entitled' to,  any  further  part 
or  share,  sum  of  money,  and  other  personal  estate  under 
the  will  of  James  Webster  and  David  Webster,  or  eitl^r 
of  them,  not  as  yet  received,  fallen  in,  or  accounted  for. 

I  conceive  that  the  expressions  in  this  deed,  as  to  the 
supposed  amount  of  the  estate  of  David  Webster,  and  to 
the  estate  not  yet  received,  fallen  in,  or  accounted  for,  were 
meant  only  to  have  reference  to  the  uncertain  amoant 
of  the  debts,  stated  to  be  owing  to  the  old  partnership! 
which  might  be  recovered.    But  after  the  most  carefoi 

consideration 
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consideration  of  the  accounts,  and  of  the  provisions  ex*.       18S6. 
pressly  contained  in  the  deed)  and  ha^ng  regard  to  the  «^:^^^^^^ 
relation  which  subsisted  between  the  parties,  I  am  of  v. 

opinion,  that  the  Plaintiff,  Sir  James,  was  not,  by  the  Wbddiebubn. 
execution  of  this  deed,  precluded  from  enquiring  into 
the  mode^  in  which  the  assets  and  property  of  the  old 
firm  had  been  dealt  with  by  the  new  firm;  or  from 
claiming  any  benefit,  to  which  he  might  be  entitled,  in 
consequence  of  such  dealing. 

In  the  year  1810,  and  before  any  of  the  other  children 
came  of  age,  John  and  Sir  David  Wedderbum,  and  Mr. 
Andrew  Colvile,  all  of  whom  had  been  partners  in  the 
firm  of  Wedderbumy  Webster  and  Co.,  and  who  then 
constituted  the  firm  of  Wedderbum  and  Co.,  admitted 
James  Wedderbum  and  the  Defendant,  Alexander  Setoti, 
into  partnership  with  them,  and  this  new  partnership 
carried  on  the  former  business,  under  the  same  name  of 
Wedderbum  and  Co.  This  new  firm,  with  its  additional 
partners,  seem  to  have  stood  in  the  same  relation  to  the 
old  firm  of  Wedderbum^  Webster  and  Co.,  and  the  estate 
of  David  Webster,  as  the  first  firm  of  Wedderbum  and 
Co.  did. 

The  daughter  Anne,  now  deceased,  the  wife  of  tlie 
Plaintiff,  Archibald  Murray  Douglas,  attained  her  age  of 
twenty-one  years  in  1812.  [The  Master  of  the  Rolls 
here  referred  to  the  accounts  furnished,  and  a  deed  of 
the  29th  of  August  1812  executed  by  her,  which  did 
not  materially  differ  from  those  affecting  Sir  Jamei% 
share.] 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  Anne  Webster,  by  executing  it,  was 

not  precluded  from  enquiring  into  the  mode  in  which 

the  assets  and  property  of  the  old  firm  had  been  dealt 

with  by  the  subsequent  partnerships,  or  from  claiming 

3  C  3  any 
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i  8S6.       any  benefit,  to  which  she  was  entitled,  in  coBseqneDce  of 

rr^^^''^'^^     such  dealing. 

Weddsbburn  " 

V, 

Weddebbubn.  q^  ^1,^  i3j,j  ^f  September  181S,  the  daughter  Jfory, 
now  the  Plaintiff,  Mrs.  Haxokins,  attained  her  age  of 
twenty-one  years ;  the  account  stated  to  have  been  ren- 
dered to  her,  appears  to  have  been  similar  to  that  which 
had  been  rendered  to  her  sister  Anne  ;  and  she  executed 
a  deed  dated  24th  of  September  ISIS,  only  11  days  after 
she  came  of  age.  [The  Master  of  the  Rolls  stated  the 
deed  executed  by  Mary  Wedderbum  Webster^  which  was 
similar  to  that  executed  by  her  sister.] 

It  is  stated  by  the  Defendants,  that  on  the  1st  of 
May  1814,  a  further  account  was  made  out,  and  a  fur- 
ther dividend  made  amongi^t  the  children ;  but  it  does 
not  appear,  and  is  not  alleged,  that  any  further  setde- 
ment  was  then  made.  In  1815,  Sir  David  Wedderbum 
retired  from  the  business,  and  the  trade  was  afterwards 
carried  on  by  the  continuing  partners,  John  Wedderbum^ 
Andrew  Colviley  James  Wedderbum^  and  Alexander  Seton^ 
under  the  new  style  or  firm  of  Wedderbum^  Colvile 
and  Co. ;  and  by  transfers,  or  entries  made  in  the  books, 
the  debt  due  from  the  estate  of  James  Wedderbum  de- 
ceased, was  then  purported  to  be  paid  off.  On  the 
1st  of  May  1809,  this  debt  was  said  to  amount  to 
159,707/.  165.  Sd.;  on  the  1st  of  May  1815  to 
202,855/.  Os.  Sd.;  and  on  that  day,  the  estate  of  James 
Wedderbum  deceased  was  credited,  in  account,  with 
183,989/.,  said  to  be  due  by  Wedderbum,  Webster  and 
Co.,  to  Wedderbum  and  Co.,  and  transferred  by  them  to 
the  debit  of  James  Wedderbum*s  estate ;  and  also  with 
18,865/.  5s.  9d.  said  to  be  charged,  in  account,  to  Jt^n 
Wedderbum;  but,  except  by  those  transfers  in  the 
books,  no  alteration  seems  to  have  been  made  in  the 
relation  which  subsisted  between  the  firm  and  the  old 

bouse 
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house  of  Wedderburth  Webster  and  Co.,  or  the  estate  of       18S6. 

David  Webster.  ..^I!^^^'^*^^ 

WBOosmiinur 

On  the  ISth  of  May  1816,  the  infant  son  Damd  died ;  ^"meiubk. 
and,  thereupon,  his  expectant  share  of  the  testator's 
estate  became  divisible,  under  the  will,  amongst  his 
brothers  and  sisters,  an  certain  proportions.  The  De- 
fendants say,  that  the  executors' computed  what  was  pay- 
able to  the  other  children,  in  respect  of  David^s  share, 
up  to  the  25th  of  December  1816,  and  made  distribution 
accordingly,  placing  the  share  of  Charles^  the  only  re- 
maining infant,  to  his  credit  Charles  attained  his  age 
of  twenty-one  years  on  the  10th  of  September  1820,  and 
the  Defendants  say,  that,  thereupon,  an  account  in  writ- 
ing was  made  out,  of  all  sums  of  money  expended  for 
his  maintenance,  education  and  advancement  in  life; 
and  also  an  account,  of  what  was  due  for  his  share  of 
the  estate  of  the  testator ;  and  that  the  Flainti£P  Charles 
examined  and  approved  of  such  accounts. 

It  appears,  that  he  (Charles)  executed  a  deed  poll, 
dated  the  ISth  of  September  1820,  which,  after  reciting 
the  will  of  his  father,  Davids  and  that  he  had  attained 
twenty-one  years  of  age,  and  become  entitled  to  a  share 
of  the  residuary  estate:  and  *Uhat  John  and  Sir  David 
Wedderbum  had  submitted  to  him,  an  account  of  the 
residuary  personal  estate,  and  of  all  the  receipts  and 
payments  respecting  his  expectant  share  thereof,  during 
his  minority,  including  the  expense  of  his  maintenance 
and  education,  and  otherwise,  all  which  he  had  examined 
and  did  fully  approve ;"  and  that  he  found  that  his  share 
consisted  of  29,160/.  105.  ^d.  3  per  cent,  consolidated 
'  Bank  annuities,  which  had  been  transferred  to  him  by 
John  and  Sir  David  Wedderbum: — of  2264/.  165.  lOi/., 
with  interest  from  May  then  last,  which  bad  been  paid  to 
him  by  John  Wedderbum:  —  of  728/,  85,  3rf»,  with  in- 
S  C  4  terest 
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MM.       Merest. from  Mm/  then  last,  yMch  bad  been  paid  to  him 
^jj"^^^^^  4jy  Sir  David  tFedderbum :  and  of  S99L  6s^  which  had 
f .  iMeo  paid  to  him  by  the  finn  of  Wedderbuim^  Cobaik 

yfmu^wM.  ^^  (ja,  as  the  agents  of  John  and  Sir  Dmid  Wedder^ 
•Aartt  ;  Ctarbs  WAateri  io  consideration  of  sodi  transfer 
jand.pagraieB^  which  were  acknowledged,  remised  and 
teleased  utUoJakn  and  Sir  David  Wedderbum^  all  aetumSf 
claims'  and  demands  which  he  ever  had,  or  then  had, 
Mgainst  them,  or  the  representatives  of  Daoid  WAster^ 
for,  touching,  or  concerning  the  management  and  dis- 
position of  the  residue  of  the  personal  estate  of  David 
'Wehater,  orany  part  thereof,  or  any  interest  or  annual 
pvodilcebf >  thcflBt  ireceiYed  on  account  thereof;  but  with 
-a  piroTisci^'  that  the  release  should  not  extend  to  any  funds 
.  set  apart  to  answer  the  annuity  to  Lady  Douglas,  (a) 

«     It  doea  not  appear  that  any  account  was  indorsed  on 

this  deed;  but  on  looking  at  the  account,  No.  11.,  which 

is  xnari^ed  on  the  back  ^^  Charles  fF^fic^  — received 

4tfPin  JVedderhum  and  Co.,  iSdi  My  1830,''  and  which 

iaerery  thing,  but  a  fimAX  VfifiPerence  in  the  amount  of 

stock,  and  in  the  sum  stated  to  be  due  from  Wedderbum, 

Cplvffe  and  Co.,  .cprr^pnds  with  the  results  stated  in 

.tbe«.dep4/pQUf  wi  wjhicby  X  pi^mne,  is  the  account 

.^ereip  referred  tOj  it  appears  that  the  account  of  the 

,1st  .^fJU^  IB09  is  assumed  to  be  correct ;  and  that  the 

^^qnq.or.sum  pajTfible  tpOi/ir/e^  is  computed  on  that 

.^  a^bftsi^;  and  I  find  no  reason  to  think,  that  the 

Aatui^e  i^f.tbe  pi-oceedings,  which  took  place  between 

tl^i^Q^t^r'f  de{ttK.^nd  thq  Istof  JkCot^  1801,  were  ever 

a>ff|9iQtikMf6|l^ttO  Charles  i  and  baying  always  regard 

U>  (he,xelatiw  sub^istiAg  between  John  and  Sir  David 

..  ,  ',^-,u]  ,1,  n-,.  Wedderbum, 

(«]^  .These /loonnstdl   sft   the     cenls^  prododng  an  income  of 

time  q( t})^  fuvf^  of  B|}piit  34 1 4/,      426/.  ^  year. 
5  per  cents.,,  and  3888/.  4  per 
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Wedderhunij  and  Charles  Weh^er^  their  ward,  and  ceshd       1%M. 
que  irusti  I  am  of  opinion,  that,  according  to  the  prin-  ^^^"^T^^ 
ciples  upon  which  this  Court  constantly  acts,  John  and  v. 

Sir  David  Webster  were  bound  to  communicate  with  ™»*»*>«*« 
Charlesj  fully  and  particularly,  the  nature  of  their  deaU 
ing  with  the  testator's  estate,  and  also  the  manner  in 
which  his  interest  was,'  or  might  be  affected  by  such 
dealing;  and  that,  under  the  circumstances,  Charles 
was  not,  by  the  execution  of  the  release,  precluded  from 
farther  investigation  and  claim. 

In  the  year  1821,  John  Wedderbumj  one  of  the  ex- 
ecutors, guardians  and  surviving  partners,  died,  having 
made  a  will,  whereby  he  appointed  his  surviving  part* 
ners  in  the  firm  of  Wedderbum^  ColvUe  and  Co.,  viz. 
Andrem  Colvile^  James  Wedderbwn  and  the  Defendant, 
John  Wedderbumy  his  executors.  They  proved  the  will, 
and  also  carried  on  the  trade,  and  they  afterwards  took 
the  Defendant,  John  Wedderbumj  into  partnership  ,with 
them.  The  business  of  this  new  partnership  was  car-  * 
ried  on  under  the  firm  of  Cohile^  Wedderbwm  and  Co» 

In  May  1822,  an  account  was  come  to,  between  the 
executors  of  «/oAn  Wedderbumj  siid  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Archi* 
bald  Murray  Douglas  and  their  trustees.  By  the 
account  and  deed  of  29th  August  1812,  the  sum  of 
9891/.  175.  5d.  was  stated  to  be  due  to  the  daughter 
Anne;  and  John  Wedderbum  covenanted  to  pay  that 
sum,  by  instalments,  the  last  of  which  was  to  be  paid 
on  the  1st  August  1816.  In  August  1814,  a  marrii^e 
was  agreed  upon  between  Anne  and  the  FlaintiS  Arehi-' 
bald  Mwray  Douglas^  and  marriage  articles,  dated 
.  August  6th,  1814,  were  executed  between  these  parties 
and  their  trustees,  who  were  the  Plaintifi^,  Sir  James^ 
and  a  Mr.  William  Douglas^  since  deceased ;  and  thereby 
it  was  covenanted,  that  the  fund  to  which  Anne  Webster^ 

the 
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18S6.       the  intended  wife,  was  entitled,  should  be  assfgned  to 

JlJ^^^"^"^^     the  tru8teel^  on  the  contemplated  trusts.     The  marriage 

V.  took  effect;  John  Wedderbum  died,  without  harbg  fully 

WBDMaiiniii.  p^d  ^Ya^  ^^  j^e  ^  jj„^  Douglas;  George  Hawkins 

was  appointed  a  trustee  in  lieu  of  William  Doiigks;  a 
settlement  was  executed  pursuant  to  the  articles;  aod, 
upon  an  account  stated  between  the  parties,  it  appeared, 
that  S456A  15^,,  remained  a  balance  due  to  Mrs. 
Douglas^  or  her  trustees,  in  respect  of  the  98912. 17i«  5d. 
mentioned  in  the  deed  of  August  1812;  and  that  snm 
was  paid  to  the  trustees,  the  Plaintiff  Sir  James  Webster 
Wedderbum  and  George  Hawkins ;  and  thereupon,  ao 
indenture,  dated  22d  of  May  1822,  and  made  between 
the  Plaintiffs,  Sir  James  Webster  Wedderbum  and  George 
Hawkinst  of  the  1st  part;  the  Plaintiff  Archibald 
Murray  Douglas  and  Anne,  then  his  wife,  of  the  second 
part;  and  James  Wedderbum^  and  the  Defendants, 
Andrew  Colvile  and  Alexander  Seton^  of  the  third  part, 
was  executed ;  and  thereby,  it  was  witnessed,  that 
the  trustees  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Douglas  released*  and 
discharged  James  Wedderbum,  Andrew  Colvile  and 
Alexander  Seton,  and  the  estate  of  John  Wedderbum 
deceased,  from  the  9891/*  17s.  5</.,  which  remained  due 
to  Mrs.  Douglas,  as  appeared  by  the  deed  of  29th  of 
August  1812;  and  which  was  thereby  secured  to  be 
paid,  by  (lyq  instalments,  as  therein  mentioned,  and 
from  all  actions  and  demands  in  respect  thereof,  or 
relating  thereto. 

This  was  the  last  deed  executed  by  any  of  the  parties ; 
on  the  occasion  of  its  execution,  no  reference  appears 
to  have  been  made  to  the  state  of  the  accounts,  between 
the  old  6rm  of  Wedderbum,  Webster  and  Co.,  or  the 
estate  of  David  Webster  and  the  surviving  partners*  or 
the  subsequent  firms.  It  had  relation  only  to  thci  4H?^ 
of  9891/.   lis.  5d.y  which,  by  the  deed  of  89tb  of 
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August  1819,  appeared  to  be  due  to  Mrs.  Douglas^  and       18S6. 
the  pffect  of  it  was,  to  admit  that  that  sum  was  paid.         v^""^^^ 

9* 

And,  on  a  consideration  of  all  these  accounts  and  doca-  WMDiMaa*. 
ments,  I  think  that  the  accounts  were  not,  and  could  not, 
by  any  of  the  parties,  be  considered  as  finally  wound  up 
and  settled.  They  were  all  founded  on  the  account  of 
Ist  oi  May  1809,  which  was,  in  part,  merely  an  hypo- 
thetical account,  founded  on  a  supposition  that  no  more 
of  the  debts  due  to  the  concern,  exclusively  of  that  due 
from  the  estate  of  James  Wedderbum^  would  be  received, 
than  was  sufficient  to  pay  the  debts  due  from  the  con- 
cern, which  it  was  assumed  would  all  be  paid;  and  it 
was  necessarily  intended  to  enquire,  some  time  or  other, 
how  far  this  supposition  corresponded  with  the  event. 

Moreover,  the  estate  was  subject,  or  supposed  to  be 
subject,  to  the  payment  of  two  annuities,  one  of  500/., 
given  by  the  will  to  the  Defendant,  Lady  Douglas^  and 
the  other  of  20/.,  payable  to  a  Mrs.  Young;  and  it 
is  necessary  to  consider,  what  was  done  with  respect  to 
investments,  to  answer  these  annuities,  not  only,  with  a 
view  to  the  liability  with  which  the  Plaintiff  seeks  to 
charge  the  executors  on  that  account,  but  also,  with  a 
view  to  the  e£Pect  of  the  general  transactions  between 
the  parties.  [The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  reviewing 
the  facts  relating  to  this  part  of  the  case,  said,] 

I  think,  that  very  long  before  they  made  any  complaint, 
they  (the  children  of  the  testator)  were  apprised  of  the 
sort  of  provision  which  was  made  for  payment  of  the 
annuities;  and,  under  the  circumstances,  I  think  that  I 
cannot,  at  their  instance,  charge  the  executors  and  trus- 
tees with  such  loss,  if  any ;  and  it  appears  to  me  that 
there  was  some,  as  was  incurred  by  the  neglect  to  make 

investments 
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18S6«       investments  in  the  S  per  cent  consols^  as  soon  as  pnu> 

ticable. 


Weddrbburn 

9. 

WSODEBBHRK. 


In  the  latter  part  of  the  year  1828,  and  the  beginning 
of  1 829»  the  Plaintiff,  Sir  James^  demanded  some  fm:^ 
ther  accounts  and  explanations.  As  far  as  I  can  under- 
stand  his  letters,  which  I  find  in  the  admitted fCpr-, 
respondence,  his  demands  related  only  to  thedebt^ 
which  were  unpaid  in  May  1809,  and  to  transac^^^ 
which  occurred  subsequent  to  that  time;  but  some  ac- 
counts were  delivered,  and,  before  the  5thof  JtfauJi829» 
had  been  subject  to  the  examination  of  Messrs.  li^rU^, 
and  Smart  J  who  then  hesitated  to  approve  of  them;  and 
on  the  2d  of  the  following  month  of  November^  xhe^  ex-^ 
pressly  allege,  as  I  think,  for  the  first  time,  that  th#. 
accounts  were  not  satisfactory,  on  these  grounds ; .  the 
first  of  which,  was  the  use  of  the  funds  of  the  testator  in 
the  afTairs  of  the  copartnership,  without  accounting  for 
the  profits  during  the  time  such  funds  were  so  used* 
Whilst  the  question,  thus  raised,  was  pending,  and  in 
May  1830,  Mr.  James  Wedderbum  retired  from  the 
concern,  and  the  business  was  afterwards  carried  on  by 
Messrs.  Colvile  and  Setouj  under  the  firm  of  CqtoUe 
and  Co. 

The  bill  was  filed  on  the  1st  of  Febi'uary  13S1,  and, 
under  all  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  and  after  a 
careful  examination  of  all  the  particular  transactions 
between  the  parties,  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  main 
question  in  the  cause,  whether  the  Plaintifis  are  entitled 
to  participate  in  the  profits  of  the  trade  carried  on  after 
the  1st  of  May  1801,  depends  on  the  question,  whether 
they  are  barred  by  the  length  of  time  which  elapsed,  be« 
fore  the  bill  was  filed.  The  testator  died  in  March  1801, 
about  thirty  years  before  the  bill  was  filedi  •—  the  Plain- 
tiff, 
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tiffy  Sir  James  Webster  Wedderbiim^  attained  his  age  of        18S6. 
twenty-one  years  in  May  1809,  about  twenty-two  years    ^cT^^^'^ 
before  the  bill  was  filed ;  and  the  Plaintiff  Charles  JVed-  v; 

derhurn  fVebster,  the  youngest  surviving  child,  attained  Weddeebohk. 
his  age  of  twenty-one  years  in  September  1820,  more 
than  ten  years  before  the  bill  was  filed ;  various  accounts 
Had  "been  signeil,  and  the  claims  of  the  several  children 
Had' been,'  at  least  to  some  extent,  examined,  and  no 
claim^for  a  paiticipation  of  profits  was  ever  made  till 

im."- '■  ■'  ■  ■  • 

Inyregonjfv.  Gregory  {a\  and  Champion  v.  Rigby{b\ 
the  Court  dismissed  bills,  upon  which,  if  filed  early,  the 
Ffainti^s  would  have  been  entitled  to  relief^  on  account 
or  a  delay  of  eighteen  years;  and  it  was  justly  argued, 
ttiat  the  tfme  is  no  bar,  in  cases  of  direct  trust;  it  may 
be' otherwise,  if  there  has  been  a. direct  and  independent 
dealing  between  the  trustees  and  cestuis  que  trust,  after 
the  reta'tTon  has  terminated. 

''^Iri'ifei^'case,  notwithstanding  the  relation  of  trustees  11016  is  no 

aiiit  cestuis  que  trustj  and  of  guardian  and  ward,  if  com-  ^?*"J"  tnij?- k 

pTete  arid  satisfactory  information  had  been  given;  if  I  maybeother- 

could  nave 't)een' satisfied,  on  examination  of  all  the  has-been  a    * 

documents  and  evidence,  that  the  children,  respectively,  jiirect  and 

on  their,  coming  of  ^ge,  had  been  duly  informed  of  the  dealing  be- 

ifeal  nature  and  effect  of  the  transactions,  or  seeming  tytettn  the 

,.  ;  ,  °   trustees  and 

transactions,  ^hich  the  executors  and  survivmg  partners  cestuit  (fut 

toolc  upon  themselves  to  arrange,  between  themselvds  JXtionTas 

and  ttie  estate  of  their  deceased  partner  and  testator;  terminated. 

ancl'if  the  relation  between  trustee  and  cestuis  que  trust 

had' then  ceased,  t  should  have  thought  time  would 

have  been  a  bar;  I  should  not  have  thought  it  right,  to 

open  the  investigation  of  transactions  so  Iong*treated 

!!'**  U)  Co^*  sou  (b)  I  RuiS,  4*  M,  559. 

(III.* 
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18S6.       as  closed.     But,  on  a  reyiew  of  the  whole  case*  I  am  of 
«^^'*^^'"^^     opinion,  that  full  information,   such  as    trustees  and 
V.  guardians  lare  bound  to  give,  especially  in  a  case  where 

Wbdarabvsji*  personal  interests  of  their  own  were  inTolved,  never  was 
properly  communicated :  and  that,  in  &ct,  snflBcient  in- 
formation was  not  obtained,  till  a  sb(Ni;  period  before 
the  time  when  the  claim  was  made  in  16S9»  and  it  is 
plain  that  the  accounts  were  never  finally  settled:  and 
that  the  relation  between  trustee  and  ceshds  que  tnutf 
has  not  yet  wholly  terminated :  and,  under  all  the  cir* 
cumstances,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Plainti£&,  as  the 
persons  beneficially  interested  in  the  estate  of  David 
Webster^  are  entitled  to  participate  in  the  profits  of  the 
trade  carried  on  after  the  1st  oi  May  1801* 

Considering,  however,  that  the  Plaintiffi  are  entitled 
to  participate  in  the  profits  of  the  concern  after  the  1st 
of  May  1801,  it  remains  to  be  determined,  how  the 
profits,  of  which  they  are  to  partake,  are  to  be  computed; 
and  how  their  share  of  such  profits  is  to  to  be  ascer- 
tained* 

It  is  one  thing  to  say,  that  the  sale  by  the  executors 
to  themselves,  as  surviving  partners,  is  void,  and  to 
seek  relief  on  that  foundation  ;  and  another,  and  very 
difierent  thing,  to  say,  without  seeking  to  set  aside  the 
sale,  that  the  purchase  money  was  insufficient^  or  that 
the  amount  of  a  large  part  of  it,  was  retained  and  em* 
ployed  in  the  trade,  and  to  seek  relief  on  that  ground* 

If  the  sale  of  Dwoid  Webster's  share  of  the  partnership 
property,  by  the  executors  to  themselves,  were  to  be 
treated  as  altogether  void,  the  consequence  would  be, 
that  his-estate  would  retain  a  continuing  interest  in  the 
property,  in  specie,  and  it  would  have  to  be  considered, 
what  ought  now  to  be  done  with  the  property. 

But 
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Bat  th]$  bill  is  not  framed  like  that  in  Cook  v.  CMing*       1886. 
ridge.     It  does  not  pray  to  have  the  sale  declared  void  \  Ty"^^""^^ 
it  does  not  ask  for  any  disposition  to  be  now  made  of  «. 

the  property;  and,  as  I  understand  its  object,  the  ^«"®**>'^*^* 
Plaintiff  desires  to  obtain  that  which  was  intimated  in 
the  letter  of  Messrs*  North  and  Smart,  an  account  of 
the  profits,  during  the  time  the  fiinds  of  the  testator 
were  employed  in  the  copartnership ;  meaning,  I  pre- 
sume, by  funds,  the  value  of  the  testator's  interest;  and, 
considering  this  as  the  object,  and  as  the  species  of 
relief  to  which  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  on  their  bill,  it 
is  to  be  seen,  how  the  profits  are  to  be  ascertained  upon 
that  foundation. 

■ 

Since  the  1st  of  May  1801,  new  partners  have  from 
time  to  time  been  admitted,  and  have  retired;  their  per- 
sonal services,  in  managing  the  concern,  and  the  capital 
which  they  may  have  from  time  to  time  employed  in  it, 
must  have  contributed  in  the  earning  of  those  profits  in 
which  the  Plaintiffs  claim  to  share ;  and  allowance  must 
be  made  for  them. 

On  the  other  hand,  large  sums  of  money  have,  from 
time  to  time,  been  taken  out  of  the  concern,  and  applied 
to  the  separate  purposes  of  the  estate  of  David  Webster , 
or  for  the  benefit  of  his  residuary  legatees ;  and  con- 
sidering these  sums,  as  paid  on  account  of  profits  and 
purchase  money  of  capital,  the  contribution  of  the 
testator's  estate,  towards  the  earning  of  the  profits  of  the 
concern,  and  the  share  of  the  future  profits,  to  which 
the  testator's  estate  would  be  entitled,  would  diminish 
with  every  payment  on  account  of  capital,  and  in  pro- 
portion to  it. 

Having  regard  to  the  frame  of  this  record,  I  think 
that  the  Plaintiffs  are  not  entided  to  the  sort  of  decree 

which 
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19S(h       which  was  made  in  Cook  v.  CdOingridge^  bat  are  entitled 
to  have  it  ascertained^  what  was  the  value  of  Dtmd 
fVebster's  interest  in  the  concern,  on  the  1st  Mm^  1801 ; 
WiDDB*Ba»w  gjjj  ^  ijj^^g  ^  gjj^j.^  ^f  the  profits  subsequently  made  by 

the  concern ;  such  share  of  profits  to  be  proportioned 
to  the  shares  which  that  value,  or  so  much  of  it  as  was, 
from  time  to  time,  left  in  the  concern,  bore  to  the  capital 
of  all  tlie  other  partners,  from  time  to  time  emi^oyed 
by  them. 


If,  upon  consideration,  the  Plaintiff  should  think  that 
the  valuations  were  justly  and  fairly  made  in  the  year 
1801,  a  direction  might  be  given  not  to  disturb  those 
valuaticHis. 

I  think  that  the  continuing  firms  are  not  entided  to 
any  credit  for  any  mere  transfer,  in  account,  between  the 
books  of  themselves  and  the  books  of  Wedderbwm, 
Winter  and  Co. ;  but,  that  they  are  to  be  entitled  to 
credit,  and  to  be  exonerated,  in  respect  of  every  payment 
or  investment  made  on  the  account  of  David  fVebs^s 
estate,  or  any  of  the  parties  interested  in  it 


Form  ofd^ 
cree  for  an 
account  of  a 
deceased 
partner's 
interest  in  a 
mercantile 
firm,  where, 
bince  his     ' 
death,  new 


Refer  it  to  the  Master,  &c.,  to  take  the  usual  accounts 
of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  David  Webster^ 
possessed  or  received  by  his  executors,  &c.,  and  of  their 
payments  on  account  thereof. 


Also,  to  take  an  account  of  the  dealings  and  transac- 
death,  new  ^^^^^  ^f  ^^^  partnership  firm  of  JVedderbwrnj  Websta- 
from  time  to  and  Co.,  up  to  the  1st  day  of  ififoy  1801 ;  not  disturbing 
admittL^d"and  °"y  account  which  he  shall  find  to  have  been  settled  by 
have  retired,     the  testator* 

and  have  em-  ' 

ployed  their  -1-^* 

services  and  capital  therein. 
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Let  him  enquire  what,  on  the  1st  day  of  May  1801, '      J9^6.  * 

was  the  value  of  testator's  interest  in  the  concern.  «^J^^^^^^ 

•Weddehburn 

V. 

Let  him  take  an  account  of  the  profits  of  the  trade,  Weoderbubn. 
as  the  same  have  been,  from  time  to  time,  carried  on  by 
the  successive  firms  of  Wedderbum  and  Co.,  Wedder-^ 
bumf  Colvile  and  Co.,  Cdvilej  Wedderbum  and  Co.', 
and  Colvile  and  Co.,  and  the  partners  constituting  those 
firms  respectively. 

And  let  him  ascertain  what  sums  of  money  were,  from 
time  to  time,  taken  out  of  the  said  concern,  and  paid, 
applied,  or  Invested,  to  or  on  account  of  the  estate  of 
David  Webster,  or  any  of  the  persons  beneficially  in- 
terested therein;  and  also,  what  was  the  amount  of 
capital,  from  time  to  time,  employed  in  the  said  firms  re- 
spectively, by  the  several  and  respective  partners  therein : 
with  liberty  to  state  special  circumstances. 

Direct  examination  on  interrogatories,  and  produc- 
tion of  documents.  And,  in  taking  the  accounts,  the 
faster  is  to  make,  unto  all  parties,  all  just  allowances ; 
and  as  to  such  of  the  said  allowances  as  are  claimed,  or 
objected  to,  before  the  Master,  he  is  to  state  his  reasons 
for  allowing  or  disallowing  the  same. 

Reserve  fiirther  directions  and  coats  — and 
liberty  to  apply. 


The  decree  was  aflSrmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  on 
the  9th  of  November  1838. 
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»««•  „  ADAMS  XK  FISHER. 

March  IS. 


A.  and  other 
parties  eo- 
titled  to  a  tes- 


npHE  original  bill,  which  was  filed  against  Mr.  ftsi^, 
-^   a  solicitor,  alone^  alleged  that  the  PIainti£^  being 

totor'g  estate,  entitled  to  the  residuary  esUte  of  John  CoUinridgt^  had 
by  power  of  ,  , 

attorney,  ap-    employed  the  Defendant,  as  his  attorney  and  solicitor, 

colreo^and*^  to  get  in  and  manage  the  estate  of  the  testator.    It 

manage  the  stated,  that  the  Defendant  had  received  diyers  monia^ 

employed  C.  ^  ^®  course  of  such  employment,  and  that  he  bad  in 

a  solicitor  for  his  possession,  title  deeds  and  papers,  relating  to  the 
that  purpose,  •       «.  .  i   .  ,  /.  r  *l 

who  received  testator  s  affairs ;  and  it  prayed  for  an  account  of  the 

the  assets,       monies  received,  and  for  the  delivery  up  .of  the  doco- 

ducting  the       ments* 

amount  of 

his  untaxed 

bill  of  costs.         The  Defendant  JFVsA^,  by  his  answer,  admitted  toe 

SifncrtV  ff.   receipt  of  the  assets  of  the  testator,  but  he  denied  thai 

A,  filed  a  bill    he  had  been  employed  as  the  solicitor,  or  attorney  of 

Ofor af a^"*  the  Plaintiff;  he  stated,  that  the  PlainUff  and  other 

count,  and  for  parties  interested  in  the  estate,  had  executed  a  power 

up  of  docu-      of  attorney,  appointing  a  Mr.  Pinckard^  their  attorney} 

toX  teste"*  to  get  in  the  estate  of  the  testator,  and  to  appoint 

tor's  estate.      an  attorney,  or  substitute  under  him  for  that  purpose. 

Jw'iot  en-"^'    That  Mr.  Pinckard  had  retained  the  Defendant,  as 

titled  to  the     solicitor,   in  the  matters  of  the  estate;  and  that  the 

documents       Defendant,  having  received  the  assets  of  the  testator,  to 

relating^to  the  the  amount  of  672t,  had  paid  over  the  baUnce,  after 

testator's  es-  ^ 

tate,  admitted  deducting  5602.,  the  amount  of  his  bill  of  costs,  to 

ij7^*f*'V°  Pinckard;  and  had  obtained  a  receipt  from  Pinckard 
nis  possession.  * 

for  the  same,  thereby  expressly  admitting  the  amoant 
of  the  balance.  He  admitted,  that  the  bills  of  costs 
had  never  been  taxed,  and  that  he  had  in  his  possession 
divers  documents,  relating  to  the  testator's  estate  and 
afiairs,  and  relating  to  the  matters  in  the  bill  mentiondi 

a  list 


The  Plaintiff  appealed  from  this  dectsion^  whidi  was 
affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  on  the  15th  June 

1638. 
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a  list  of  which  was  set  forth  in  the  schedule:  he  how-        1S38. 
ever  denied  the  Plaintiff's  right,  to  call  for  their  pro- 
duction. 

On  the  4th  of  December  1835,  the  Plaintiff  moved 
for  the  production  of  these  documents,  but  the  motion 
was  refused  with  costs.  The  Plaintiff  then  amended 
his  bill,  and  he  made  the  representative  of  Pinckard 
(who  was  dead)  a  Defendant  thereto ;  and  he  thereby 
still  insisted,  that  Fisher  had  been  employed  as  the 
Plaintiff's  attorney:  and  charged  fraud  and  collusion 
between  Pinckard  and  Fisher;  this,  however,  was  de- 
nied by  the  answer.  The  amended  bill  stated,  as  a 
fkct,  the  execution  of  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  Pinckard. 
The  further  answer  of  Fisher  denied  the  alleged  fraud, 
and  again  insisted,  that  he  was  the  attorney  of  Pinckard, 
and  not  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  consequendy,  not  bound  to 
produce  the  documents  admitted  to  be  in  his  possession. 
The  representatives  of  Pinckard  admitted  the  posses- 
sion of  some  other  papers. 

Mr.  O.  Anderdon  moved,  as  against  both  Defendants, 
for  the  production,  for  the  usual  purposes,  of  the  docu- 
ments in  their  possession. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  contcii. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  ordered  the  production 
of  the  documents  in  the  possession  of  the  represent- 
ative of  Pinckard;  but  on  the  ground  of  want  of 
privity  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Fisher,  he  refused  the 
motion,  as  regarded  Fisher,  with  costs. 
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1837.  KAMPF  V.  JONES. 

Nov^4.  11. 

A  testatrix  be-  "OY  an  indenture,  dated  the  28th  of  Ihcember  1815, 
appointed  "^^  certain  Camatic  stock  and  5  per  cents,  were  vested 
1,800/.  con-  in  trustees,  upon  certain  trusts  (so  far  as  it  is  material  to 
Rolsandsoo/.  ,        .;-»,«-        /.*.,.*•         -i  •  j 

long  annuities.  State  them),  for  mvs.  Kampf  lot  hie,  with  remainder  to 

and  all  monies  ^^^  children,  or  their  issue,  bom  in  her  lifetime,  in 

over  which  '  ^ 

she  had  the       such  proportions,  and  subject  to  such  conditions,  as  she 

pointmenL'^'     should  appoint :  and  in  default  of  appointment,  or  in 

under  a  par-  case  of  an  incomplete  appointment,  in  trust  for  the 
ticulardeed,       .  ..^  „ 

and  all  the       children  equally, 
residue  of  her 

estate,  upon  By  a  settlement,  dated  the  17th  of  Naoember  \%\lf 
Held^"that  die  ^^^^^  ^^^^  funds  were  settled,  upon  trust,  for  Mrs. 
gift  of  the  Kampf  for  life,  and,  after  her  death,  as  to  one  moiety, 
long  annuities  **  ^^  ^^"^t  for  all  and  every,  or  such  one  or  more  ex- 
was  specific,  clusively  of  the  other,  or  others  of  the  children  or  re- 

One  havin&f 

a  power  of  mote  issue  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Kampfy  born  in  her  lifetime, 

appointing  a     r^j.  ^^^y^  interest  or  interests,  to  be  divided  between  or 

fund  amongst   '^  ' 

"  her  children,  among  them,  if  there  should  be  more  than  one  object  of 

issiie  "^p^  the  power,  in  such  shares,  and  to  be  chargeable  with 

pointed  a  sum  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  annual  or  in  gross,  to  be 

children  ab-  payable  to  them  or  any  of  them,  at  such  ages,  days,  or 

soiutely,  and  times,  not  more  remote  than  twenty-one  years  from  the 

ed  to  limit  it  decease  of  the  said  Mrs.  Kampfy  with  such  remainders  or 

°^b^  '^  ^h^l  limitations  over,  between  or  among  them,  or  any  of  them, 

dren  of  such  with  such  provision  for  their,  or  any  of  their  mainten- 

appointment  *^°^®»  ^^  advancement,  subject  to  such  conditions,  with 

to  the  grand-  such  restrictions,  and  generally  in  such  manner  for  their 

too  remote ;  ^^  *^°y  ^^  ^^^^  benefit  as  Mrs.  iSawijo^  should  appoint; 

Held,  that  the  ^j^j   in  default  of  such  appointment,  in  trust,  for  all  the 

prior  absolute  .  ./_            ,      ,    .                    .      i ,         . 

gifttothechild  children,  who  bemg  a  son  should  attain  twenty-one;  or 

was  effectual.  (^;„g 
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being  a  daughter,  should  attain  that  age  or  marry  with 
consent. 

The  testatrix^  by  her  will,  in  exercise  of  the  power 
contained  in  the  deed  of  1817,  amongst  other  things, 
directed  and  appointed,  the  moiety  of  the  funds,  then 
subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement  of  1817,  should 
go  and  be  divided  between  her  five  remaining  children, 
Henry  B.  Kampfj  William  B.  Kampfi  Edward  T.  Kamgf^ 
Charles  F.  Kampf  and  Bmily  Frances  Kampf  in  equal 
shares ;  and  she  directed  ^*  that  the  share  o{ Emily  Frances 
should  be  considered  a  vested  interest  in  her,  upon  her 
attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  day  of  mar« 
riage,  which  should  first  happen ;  so  that  the  said  mar- 
riage should  be  with  the  previous  consent,  in  writing,  of 
the  said  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  of  her  sai(} 
will ;  but  she  directed,  that  the  said  share  of  her  said 
daughter,  Emily  Frances^  should  be  vested  in  the  names 
of  her  said  trustees  jointly  with  her  said  daughter,  upon 
her  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  on  the  day 
of  her  marriage  with  such  consent,  which  should  first 
happen ;  and  that  the  same  should  be  held  by  the  said 
trustees,  upon  tru^  during  the  life  of  her  said  daughter, 
Emily  Frances^  to  pay  to,  or  permit  her  to  receive  the 
dividends,  interest  and  annual  produce  thereof,  for  her 
separate  use  and  benefit,  independently  of  the  debts, 
control,  or  engagements,  of  any  husband,  with  whokn 
she  might  intermarry;  and  after  the  decease  of  her 
daughter,  Emily  Frances^  upon  trust,,  to  pay,  assign 
and  transfer  the  principal  trust  funds.  In  which  her  said 
share  should  be  invested,  unto,  between  and  amongst 
the  issue  of  her  said  daughter,  if  any,  and  if  morb  tlian 
one  child,  share  and  share  alike;  and  If  she  should  die.' 
without  issue,  then  unto  and  amongst  the  next  of  kin 
of  her  said  daughter,  Emily  Frances^  at  the  time  of  her 
decease;  but  nevertheless,  the  said  testatrix  directed, 
iJ  D  3  that 
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that  at  the  desire  of  her  said  daughter^  upon  her  attain- 
ing her  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  being  married  with 
such  consent,  she  should  be  entitled  to  receive  the  som 
of  500/.,  part  of  the  said  principal  money,  for  her  own 
absolute  use.''  And  the  testatrix  directed,  that  her 
four  sons  and  daughter,  last  named,  should  be  entitled 
to  benefit  of  survivorship  amongst  them,  in  the  event 
of  the  death  of  any  one  or  more  of  her  said  sons,  under 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  of  her  said  daughter, 
Emfy  FranceSf  under  that  age^  or  without  being,  or 
having  been  married  with  such  consent  as  aforesaid. 
And  as  to  all  those  two  sums  of  1800L  S  per  cent, 
consolidated  Bank  annuities,  and  200L  long  annmtjew, 
then  respectively  standing  in  her  name^  in  the  books 
at  the  Bank  of  England^  and  also^  as  to  all  and  every 
the  monies,  stocks,  funds  and  securities  for  monejr,  o^ 
or  to  which  she,  the  said  testatrix,  haid  power  of  ap- 
pointment under  or  by  virtue  of  the  indenture  of  the 
28th  of  December  1815,  and  all  the  residue  of  her  per- 
sonal estate,  she,  the  said  testatrix,  gave,  bequeathed, 
directed  and  appointed  the  same  unto  her  said  trustees, 
upon  trust,  to  collect,  get  in  and  receive  all  debts  and 
sums  of  money  that  might  be  due  to  her  at  the  time  of 
her  death ;  and,  at  the  end  of  three  calendar  months 
next  after  her  decease^  to  sell  and  dispose  of,  and  con- 
vert into  ready  money,  all  her  household  goods  and 
furniture,  plate,  linen,  and  china,  and  all  such  other 
parts  of  her  said  residuary  estate  and  effects  as  were 
in  their  nature  saleable,  and  to  invest  the  monies,  and  to 
stand  possessed  of  the  said  consolidated  Bank  annuities, 
long  annuities^  monies,  securities  for  money,  and  her 
said  residuary  personal  estate^  and  the  stocks,  funds,  and 
securities  upon  which  the  same  should  be  invested,  upon 
the  same  trusts  as  thereinbefore  mentioned,  of  the  moie^ 
thereinbefore  by  her  appointed,  of  and  in  the  trust 
monies,  funds  and  securities,  estates  and  premises  com- 
prised 
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prised  in,  or  therein  subject  to,  the  said  indenture  of 
settlement  of  the  17th  of  November  1817,  or  as  near 
thereto  as  might  be. 

The  testatrix  died  in  March  18S3:  at  the  time  of  her 
death,  her  daughter  Emily  Frances  was  an  infiint,  and 
unmarried,  and  had  no  child. 

The  general  assets  of  the  testatrix  were  insufficient  to 
pay  her  debts  and  the  other  legacies  given  by  her  will. 

'  There  were  several  questions  discussed  on  these  in- 
struments, the  principal  of  which  were,  first,  Whether 
the  bequests  of  the  sums  of  1800Z.  consols  and  200/. 
long  annuities,  mentioned  in  the  residuary  clause,  were 
to  be  considered  as  specific,  or  general  legacies;  and 
secondly.  Whether  the  interests  appointed  to  the  unborn 
children  of  Emily  Frances^  which  were  too  remote,  be- 
longed to  her,  or  were  divisible  between  all  the  children 
of  the  testatrix,  in  consequence  of  the  de&ult  of  appoint- 
ment; it  being  contended,  on  her  behalf,  on  the  au- 
thority of  Carver  v.  Bowles  (a),  that  the  fund  being  well 
appointed  to  her  in  the  first  instance,  the  absolute  gift 
to  her  of  one  fifth,  had  not  been  cut  down  by  Vie  sub- 
sequent ineffectual  gift  over  to  her  children ;  and  that, 
consequendy,  she  was  absolutely  entitled  to  that  portion 
of  the  fund. 

On  behalf  of  the  other  children,  it  was  contended, 
that  the  testatrix  had  appointed  one  fifth  U^EmibfFrancesj 
for  life  only;  that  the  appointment  to  her  children  was 
invalid,  and  that  the  interest  intended  for  them,  was, 
therefore,  divisible  amongst  all  the  children  of  the  tes- 
tatrix equally,  as  in  default  of  appointment. 

Mr. 
(a)  S  Run.  4-  Myl.  901. 
3  Z)  4 
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16BYJ  Mr.  Kindenley  and  Mr.  Whitfnarskj  for  the  PlaintiC 


^  Mr.  Torrianoy  for  JEff}%  i^.  Kamgf 


JvAlMl' 


Mr.  71i'iifK?y,  Mr.  Pembertony  Mr.  Tredoce^  Mr.'jF. 
fVhitmarshy  Mr.  Girdlestone^  Mr.  Spenee  ami  Mr.  Cooper, 
for  other  parties. 


ifw.  11.  7%^  Master  g^^A^  Rolls  [after  stating  the  case.] 

The  next  question  which  has  been  raised  here  is, 
Whether  the  sums  of  18002.  consolidated  Bank  annui- 
ties and  200^  long  annuities,  are  to  be  considered  as 
specific  legacies,  or  general  legacies.  £Hb  Lordship 
read  the  terms  of  gift] 

In  the  first  place,  supposing  the  testatrix  had  those 
two  sums  of  1800/.  S  per  cent,  consolidated  Bank  an- 
jiuities  and  200/.  long  annuities,  the  description,  is  such 
as  to  make  the  gift  specific;  —  it  separates  this  portion 
of  the  property  of  the  testatrix,  from  every  other  por- 
tion of  her  property ;  and,  I  do  not  think  the  words 
containM  in  the  subsequent  part  of  the  will,  alter  the 
effect  which  is  produced  by  the  specific  descriptions 
contained  in  the  former  part  of  the  will ;  and,  therefore, 
I  think,  in  the  administration  of  this  estate,  these  sums 
must  be  treated  as  specific  legacies. 

Another  question  was,  whether  the  interests  ap- 
pointed to  the  children  of  Emily  Frances  belonged  to 
Jier,  or  were  to  be  treated  as  passing  to  the  children,  in 
default  of  appointment;  with  respect  to  that,-  the  case 
stands  thus ;  there  was  a  power  of  appointment  among 
the  children,  or  remoter  issue,  liviog  at  the  death  of  the 
appointor;  Emibf. Frances  was  under  age,  and  unmar- 
ried, 
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riedi  and  had  no  children  living  at  that  time;  but  the  1897. 
testatrix,  in  making  the  appointment  amongst  the  chil- 
dren, in  whose  favour  she  exercised  it,  expresses  herself 
thus.  [His  Lordship  stated  the  gift  to  the  five  children 
including  Emily  Frances.']  Here  certainly  is  a  full  and 
complete  appointment. 

[His  Lordship  then  stated,  the  clause  restricting  the 
gift  to  Emily  Frances  for  her  life  for  her  separate  use.] 

The  power  was  conferred  in  terms  to  enable  the 
donee  to  limit  the  interests,  and  it  was  to  be  given  with 
such  restrictions  as  she  should  think  fit  There  seems 
to  be,  in  the  clause  which  I  have  read,  nothing  contra- 
dictory, or  excessive  in  the  execution  of  that  power ;  but 
then  the  testatrix  proceeds :  —  [His  Lordship  read  the 
gift  over  to  the  children  of  Emily  Frances.'] 

I  think  that,  upon  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Car^ 
vcr  V.  BawleSy  this  is  an  absolute  appointment  for  the 
benefit  of  this  lady,  subject  only  to  such  restrictions 
within  the  limits  of  the  power,  as  are  afterwards  pro- 
perly imposed  on  her.  The  difference  between  this 
case  and  the  case  of  Carver  v.  Batdes^  whicSi  strikes 
one  at  first,  is,  that  in  the  case  of  Carver  v.  Bowles,  the 
gift  was  contingent  on  whether  the  testator  could  do 
what  he  was  about  to  do:  he  says,  ^*  so  far  as  I  law- 
fully or  equitably  can  or  may.'*  Now  I  think,  although 
those  words  are  not  contained  in  the  clause  in  this 
will,  yet  the  effect  must,  necessarily,  be  the  same.  She 
has  used  very  nearly  the  same  words,  which  were  con- 
sidered to  give  an  absolute  vested  interest  to  the 
daughter.  She  has  made  limitations  which,  to  a  cer- 
tain extent,  were  quite  within  her  power ;  but  she  has 
attempted  to  make  others  which  were  beyond  the  limits 
of  her  power ;  and  I  think  that  the  absolute  gift  ought 

to 
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to  hare  effect,  subject  to  the  limitations  which  were 
within  the  pow'er,  and  free  from  the  othors.  When  tUs 
kdy  attains  the  age  of  twenty-one,  she  may  find  it  far 
her  benefit,  that  the  gift  to  her  should  be  subjected  to 
to  the  limitations  and  restrictions  which  are  imposed  on 
her  during  her  life.  The  way  to  provide  for  that  (the 
fimd  being  in  Court)  Would  be,  to  carry  it  to  her  ac- 
count, with  liberty  to  apply. 


May  28. 
June  I. 

The  Plaintiff 
undertook  to 
.  and 


be  terms 
were,  that  he 
should  set  the 
cause  down 
for  hearing, 
and  serve  a 
wyJbfpctnaX.0 
hear  judg. 
ment,  in 
Eiuier  term ; 
he  served  the 
tvhp<Bna  and 
set  down  the 
cause  to  be 
heard  in 
Baiter  term ; 
but  the  vJb- 
poena  to  hear 
judgment  was 
returnable  in 
Trini/y  term. 
Held,  that  this 
was  not  a 
compliance 
with  the  un- 
dertaking. 


BURGESS  t;.  THOMPSON. 

^I^HE  Defendant,  before  replication,  having  moved  to 
dismiss  the  Plaintiff's  bill,  for  want  of  prosecution^ 
the  Plaintifl^  on  the  22d  of  June  18S6,  undertook  to 
speed  the  cause;  by  the  terms  of  the  order,  he  under- 
took <*  to  give  rules  to  produce  witnesses  and  pass  pub- 
lication in  Hilary  term,  and  set  the  cause  down  for 
hearing,  and  serve  subpoetias  to  hear  judgment  in  the 
next  following  term,  (Easter);  sndf  in  default  thereof, 
it  was  ordered,  that  the  Plaintiff's  bill  should  stand  dis- 
missed with  costs.*' 

The  Plaintiff  complied  with  the  terms  of  his  under- 
taking, so  far  as  related  to  the  giving  rules  to  produce 
witnesses  and  pass  publication  in  Hilary  term.  He  set 
down  the  cause  in  Easter  term,  and,  on  the  last  day  of 
that  term  (8th  of  May)^  he  served  a  subpcena  to  hear 
judgment,  returnable  in  Trinity  term  (the  24th  of 
May). 

Mr.  James  Parker  now  moved  to  dismiss  the  bill,  on 
the  ground,  that  the  subpcena  to  hear  judgment  was  not 
returnable  in  Easter  term,  but  in  Trinity  term. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  PembertoHj  corUrd^  contended,  that  the  PiaintifF        1837. 
bad  complied  with  the  strict  terms  of  his  undertaking, 
and  had  served  the  subpoena  to  hear  judgment  in  Easter 
term,  which  was  the  following  term  to  Hilary, 


21ie  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  there  appeared  an  JKfoy  ss. 
ambiguity  as  to  the  terms  of  the  undertaking,  and  the 
seventeenth  order,  (1831)  (a),  which  required  the  Plain- 
tiff to  set  down  his  cause  for  hearing,  and  duly  serve  the 
subpoena  to  hear  judgment,  returnable  in  the  succeeding 
term  to  that,  in  which  publication  passed.  Considering 
the  question  which  had  been  rabed,  he  would  not  dis- 
miss the  bill,  but  would  enquire  as  to  what  was  under- 
stood to  be  the  practice,  and  then  dispose  of  the  ques- 
tion of  costs. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  he  had  made  in-  June  i. 
quiries,  and  found  that  there  was  no  doubt  of  the 
practice,  as  understood  by  the  solicitors  and  the  officers 
of  the  Court  It  was,  that  the  cause  should  have  been 
set  down  for  hearing  on  such  a  day,  as  to  allow  time 
to  return  the  subpoena  to  hear  judgment  in  Easter  term. 
The  difficulty  had  occurred  from  confusing  the  two  dates 
namely  setting  down  the  cause,  and  setting  down  the 
cause  for  hearing,  and  as  the  Plaintiff  had  failed  in  his 
undertaking,  he  must  pay  the  costs. 

(a)  1  Rui$,^  M.nu 
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CASE  t;.  DROSIER. 


The  trusts 
of  a  term, 
limited  previ- 
ous to  an 
estate  tail, 
for  raising 


^I^HIS  case  came  before  the  Court  upon  demurrer  to 
the  whole  bill. 
The  testator,  Benoni  ^MaUett^  by  his  will,  date4  the 
28th  o(  January  1780,  devised  his  estates  at  MiidleUm 
on^the^f^^'  and  Testerion^  to  trustees,  for  a  term  of  500  years,  upon 
of  a  party  the  trusts  after  declared;  and  subject  thereto,  the 
w^helV**"^*  testator  devised  his  estates  at  Middkton^  in  strict  set- 
invalid,  as  tlement,  to  his  grandson  Thomas  M.  Case^  for  life,  with 
perpetuity :       remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons,  in  tail  male,  with 

because,  being  remainder  to  his  daughters,  equally,  as  tenants  in  com- 
limited  ante-  ,      ,       ,    .     V.    ,    .  .        .     ■..  •  t 

cedently  to       mon,  and   the  heirs  of  their  respective  bodies ;  witn 

ifcould  no*t'^*  remainder  to  Philip  M.  Case,  for  life,  with  remainder 

be  defeated  by  to  his  first  and  other  sons,  in  tail  male ;  with  remainder 

*  Two  wtotes  ^^  ^*®  daughters,  equally,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  the 

were  devised    heirs  of  their  respective  bodies ;  with  remainder  to  the 

to  trUSteCb,  ,  .     «         i      >  rr»  1        .         1     1  • 

for 500 years,   testators  right  heirs.     The  testator  devised  his  tene- 
with  remain- 
der, as  to  one 
estate,  to  A. 
for  life,  with 
remainder  to 
his  first  and^ 
other  sons,  in 
tail,  with  re- 
mainder to 
A,*^  daugh- 
ters, equally, 
in  tail  general, 


ments  at  Testerton^  subject  to  the  term,  in  a  similar 
manner,  to  Philip  M,  Case^  for  life  ;  with  remainder  to 
his  first  and  other  sons,  in  tail  male ;  with  remainder  to 
his  daughters,  equally,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  the 
heirs  of  their  respective  bodies;  with  remainder  to  nomas 
M.  Case,  for  life;  with  remainder  to  bis  first  and  other 
sons,  in  tail  male;  with  remainder  to  his  daughters, 

. .  equally, 

with  remain-  ... 

der  to  B,y  for  life,  with  remainder  to  bis  first  and  other  sons,  in  tail,  vrith  remainder 
to  his  daughters  equally,  in  tail  general.  The  other  estate  was,  mutatis  mutimdUf 
similarly  settled  on  B.  and  his  issue,  with  remainder  to  A.  and  his  issue. 

The  trusts  of  the  term  were  declared  to  be,  to  raise  2000/.  each,  for  C,  and  2>.,  **  and 
if  A,  or  B,  should  depart  this  life  without  issue,  whereby  the  survivor  of  them 
would  become  entitled  to'*  the  two  estates,  to  raise  a  further  sum  of  2000/.  a  piece, 
for  C.  and  D. 

B.  died  leaving  *issue,  and  afterwards  C,  died  without  issue,  whereby  the  two 
estates  centered  in  the  issue  of  B, :  Held,  that  the  trust  for  raising  the  further 
sums  of  2000/.  did  not  take  effect. 
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equally,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  the  heirs  of  their 
respective  bodies ;  with  remainder  to  the  testator's  right 
heirs. 

The  testator  declared  the  trusts  of  the  term  of  500 
years  to  be,  as  to  the  hereditaments  in  Middletofiy  to 
pay  an  annuity  of  150/.  a  year  to  Martha  Case,  and  to 
raise  2000/.  each,  for  his  two  grandaughters  Pleasance 
Case  and  Susannah  Sarah  Case,  payable  at  twenty-one, 
or  marriage ;  and  as  to  his  hereditaments  in  Testerton^  to 
raise  an  annuity  of  100/.  for  the  maintenance  of  Philip 
Mallett  Case,  until  he  should  attain  twenty-one ;  and  he 
declared,  *'  that  all  the  hereditaments  had  been  limited 
to  his  trustees  for  500  years,  upon  further  trust,  that  in 
case  either  of  his  grandsons,  Thomas  Mallett  Case  and 
Philip  Mallett  Case^  should   depart  this  life  without 
issue,  whereby  the  survivor  of  them  would  become  en- 
titled to  all  the  said  manors  and  premises  comprised  in 
the  said  term,  as  well  at  Testerton  as  Middleton,  then 
that  his  trustees  should,  in  like  manner,  raise  and  levy 
the  further  sum  of  2000/.  a  piece,  for  the  increase  of 
the  portions  of  his  grandaughters,  Pleasance  Case  and 
Susannah  Sarah  Case,  and  pay  the  same  to  them  at  their 
respective  ages  of  twenty-one,   or   day  of   marriage, 
which  should  first  happen,"  with  benefit  of  survivorship, 
in  case  of  the  death  of  either,  before  both,  or  either  of 
the  said  sums  of  2000/.  should  be  payable ;  and  with  a 
direction,  that  the  last  mentioned  legades  of  2000/.  and 
2000/.  should  sink,  and  not  be  raised,  in  case  both  his 
grandaughters  should  die  ^'  under  age  and  unmarried." 

The  testator  further  directed,  that  the  term  of  500 
years  should  determine  and  be  void,  upon  the  full  exe- 
cution of  the  trusts  thereof. 


18Sff. 
Cabe 

V. 


The 
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1887.  The  testator  died  in  1781,  and  left  all  his  grand- 

children surviving  hioi*  The  testator's  grandsoo»  Ihh 
mas  M.  Casef  died  in  1800,  leaving  an  only  daughter, 
the  Defendant  Mary^  the  wife  of  Thomas  Wythcj  who 
became  entitled  to  the  Middletan  estate.  The  testator's 
other  grandson,  Philip  M.  Case,  died  in  1834,  without 
issue,  whereby  the  TesUrton  estate  became  likewise 
vested  in  Thomas  Wythe,  in  right  of  his  wife  Mary 
Wythe,  as  tenant  in  tail,  subject  to  the  term  of  500  years 
and  the  trusts  thereof. 

Both  granddaughters  attained  their  majority,  &saM* 
na/i  Case  died  unmarried,  in  1802,  and  Pleasance  Case 
died  in  1821,  leaving  the  Plaintiff  her  only  child  and 
administrator. 

The  Plaintiff,  by  this  bill,  insisted  that,  according  U> 
the  true  construction  of  the  will  of  Benani  MaBett,  the 
two  further  sums  of  2000/.,  on  the  death  of  Philip 
Mallett  Case  without  issue,  ought  to  be  raised ;  and,  by 
this  i)ill,  he  prayed,  that  the  trusts  of  the  term  of  500 
years  might  be  performed;  and  that  it  might  be  de- 
clared, that  in  the  events  that  had  happened,  the  two 
sums  of  2000/.  each,  were  a  charge  upon  the  estates 
comprised  in  the  term  of  500  years ;  and  that  the  same^ 
with  interest,  from  the  4th  of  Jtdy  1834,  might  be 
raised. 

To  this  bill,  Thomas  Wythe  and  Maty  his  wife  filed  a 
general  demurrer,  for  want  of  equity,  which  now  caroe 
on  for  argument. 

Mr.  Tinney,  Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Gardner,  in 
support  of  the  demurrer,  contended,  first,  that  the  event 
had  not  happened  on  which  the  additional  portions  of 

2000/. 
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2000/.  were  given.  These  portions  were  to  take  efiect  ^  1887* 
in  case  of  Thomas  or  Philip  dying  without  issue, 
whereby  the  survivor  would  become  entitled  to  all  the 
manors;  as  Philip^  who  left  no  issue,  survived  ThomaSf 
who  left  issue,  the  event  contemplated,  of  the  survivor 
becoming  entitled  to  the  two  estates,  never  happened. 
That  it  would,  probably,  be  contended  by  the  Plaintiff, 
that  the  word  ^*  survivor  "  was  in  this,  as  it  had  been  in 
some  cases,  to  be  construed  as  ^*  other ;"  but  this  was  a 
forced  construction,  which  the  Court  will  adopt,  only  in 
cases  where  such  |in  intention  appeared  manifest  on  the 
face  of  the  will ;  Crawder  v.  Stone,  (a)  That  this  was 
not  the  intention  in  this  case  was  manifest,  from  the 
circumstance  of  the  testator  having  given  life  estates 
only,  to  Thomas  and  Philip^  so  that  it  would  not  be 
sufficient  to  construe  the  word  <* survivor"  to  mean 
"  other : "  but,  to  give  effect  to  the  claim  of  the  Plain- 
ti£^  it  must  be  construed  as  <^  other,  or  the  issue  of  such 
other,''  which  was  a  much  greater  departure  from  the 
natural  sense  of  the  word  survivor,  than  any  of  the  cases 
authorised. 

That  if  the  words  '*  depart  this  life  without  issue," 
were  not  limited  to  the  lives  of  the  tenants  for  life,  then 
the  gift  of  additional  portions  would  be  void,  for  re- 
moteness, being  after  an  indefinite  failure  pf  issue. 

In  Bristcw  v.  Boothby  {b)  the  estate  of  the  wife  was 
limited  to  the  husband,  for  life ;  remainder  to  the  wife, 
for  life ;  remainder  to  the  sons  of  the  marriage,  in  tail 
male ;  remainder  to  the  sons  of  the  lady  by  any  after 
taken  husband,  in  tail  male ;  remainder  to  the  daughters 
of  the  wife,  in  tail  general ;  remainder  to  the  survivor 

of 

(a)  5  Run.  SI 7.  (6)  S  ^.  4-  St,  AQS. 
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18S7.  of  the  husband  afid  wife,  in  fee;  wj^  a  power  to  the 
wife,  if  the  husband  survived  her  aod  all  the  dnldvai 
of  the  marriage  died  mthout  issue^  to  change  ih^  1«m1 
with  a  sum  of  money^  The  objection^  wti^h.^lia  /suc- 
cessfully taken  in  that  case;,  applies  equally  to  the 
present;  the  power  was  held  yoid,  for  reqioteDess,  being 
limited  after  an  indefinite  £iUur^  of  ipsi^  not  iaberit- 
able  under  the  limitations. 

Morse  v.  Lord  Ormonde  (a)  will  be  relief  on  fQr»t}i€ 
Plaintiff;  there  a  testatrix  devised  to  Lady  Ormonde^  for 
life ;  with  remainder  to  her  first  and  other  son^  $o  t^ 
male ;  remainder  to  her  daughters,  as  tenants  io  com- 
mon in  tail;  with  remainder  to  trustees,  for  a  term,  to 
raise  the  legacies  thereinafter  given,  from  and  imme- 
diately after  the  decease  and  failure  of  issue  of  Lady 
Ormonde.  The  persons  who  were  interested  in  the 
lands  insisted  that  the  legacies  were  void,  as  depending 
on  too  remote  a  contingency ;  for  they  were  not  to  take 
effect  until  a  general  failure  of  issue  of  Lady  Ormonde^ 
whilst  the  estates  previously  limited  in  the  property, 
being  first  to  her  sons,  in  tail  male,  and  then  to  her 
daughters,  in  tail  general,  included  only  sons  and  their 
male  issue,  and  daughters  and.  their  issue ;  but  did  not 
include  the  dai^hters  of  sons  .and  the  issue  of  such 
daughters,  or  any  female  issue  of  the  sons,  or  issue  of 
such  female  issue ;  but  it  was  held,  that  ^^  failure  of 
issue  "  was  to  be  Considered  as  a  failure  of  such  issue 
as  were  included  in  tlie  limitation  of  the  estate,  and, 
therefore,  that  the  gift  of  the  legacies  was  not  too 
remote ;  the  decision,  however,  was  founded  on  this, 
that  the  term  commenced  on  failure  of  particular  issue 
of  Lady  Ormonde,  and  the  legacies  were  to  be  paid, 
immediately  on  the  commencement  of  the  term;  the 

Court 
(a)  5  Mad.  99.  and  1  Rust.  S8S. 
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Coarti  therefore,  considered,  that  the  failure  of  issue, 
upon  which  the  legacies  were  given,  must  be  construed 
as  a  fidlure  of  that  particular  issue,  on  which  the  term  j.  ^ 
was  to  arise  and  the  legacies  were  to  become  payable;  ^'^o^'^^- 
namely,  of  the  bsue  to  whom  the  estate  had  been  pre- 
viously limited.  The  present  case  wants  the  circumstance, 
on  which  Morse  v.  Lord  Ormonde  was  decided ;  namely, 
a  limilation  of  a  term,  immediately  afler  the  estates  given 
to  the  issue;  here  the  term  to  secure  the  portions j^re- 
eedes  the  estate  tail.  < 

Another  objection  to  the  validity  of  these  charges  is, 
that  the  term  of  500  years,  out  of  which  they  are  to  be 
raised,  is  antecedent  to  the  estate  tail ;  and  it  is  now 
settled,  that  such  a  term  cannot  be  barred  by  a  reco- 
very suffered  by  a  subsequent  tenant  in  tail  Eales  v. 
Conii  (a) ;  the  trust,  therefore,  cannot  be  barred,  and  is 
void,  as  tending  to  a  perpetuity.  In  Morse  v.  Lord 
Ormonde^  the  term  of  1000  years  was  subsequent  to  the 
estate  tail,  and  was,  therefore^  liable  to  be  defeated  by 
a  recovery;  here,  nothing  but  an  indefinite  failure  of 
issue  would  determine  the  limitation  of  the  term,  and 
the  trust  attached  to  it;  it  is,  therefore,  such  a  limit- 
ation as  the  law  will  not  endure.  The  law  permits  such  ' 
a  charge  after  an  estate  tail,  as  in  Morse  v.  Lord  Ormonde^ 
not,  because  it  allows  a  charge  of  this  description  to 
affect  the  inheritance  for  an  indefinite  period,  but,  be- 
cause a  remedy  has  been  provided  for  defeating  it, 
namely,  a  common  recovery.  Therefore,  either  the  event 
has  not  happened  in  which  the  portions  are  raiseable,  or 
the  testator  has  attempted  to  give  them  in  such  a  way, 
as  to  render  them  void. 

Mr. 

(a)  4  Sim  S5« 
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18S?.  Mr.  Kinderda/^  Mr.  Richards  and  Mr.  Heath,  in  sap- 

port  of  the  bill. 

The  intention  of  the  testator  is  clear;  he  had  two 
estates,  the  Middleton  estate  and  the  Testerton  estate. 
He  had  two  grandsons,  and  two  grandaughters,  and 
his  object  was  to  provide  for  both,  in  such  a  way,  that 
one  grandson  should  be  the  stock  of  one  family,  and 
have  one  estate ;  and  that  the  other  should  become  the 
stock  of  another  family,  and  inherit  the  second  estate ; 
being  desirous  of  providing  for  his  grandaughters,  he 
directed  portions  to  be  raised  for  them  out  of  the  Mid" 
dleton  estate,  and  this  was  to  be  done  independent  of 
any  contingency;  the  testator  then  considered,  that  one 
of  the  two  grandsons  and  his  issue  might  fail,  the  effect 
of  which  would  be,  that  both  estates  would  centre  in  th(^ 
other  line,  and  thus  he  could  then  afibrd  to  make  a 
larger  provision  for  the  grandaughters,  than  if  the  two 
estates  were  divided  between  two  families.  This  was 
the  plain  intention  and  scope  of  the  will,  and  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  there  is  any  rule  of  law  which  prevents 
this  intention  taking  effect. 

As  to  the  first  objection^  that  the  words  are  to 
be  construed  strictly,  and  that  the  survivor  never  be- 
came entitled  to  the  two  estates,  we  contend,  that  it 
is  manifest  on  the  face  of  the  will,  that  the  testator 
intended  the  survivorship  to  apply  to  the  stock,  and 
not  to  the  individual  who  was  to  be  the  founder 
of  the  line;  and  that  the  extra  portions  were  to  be 
raised,  whenever  the  two  estates  became  united  in  one 
family,  and  without  reference  to  the  tenant  for  life 
surviving  or  not;  and  there  is  authority  for  such  a 
construction. 


In 
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in  ToUettv.  ToUeti{a)f  two  estates  were  settled  on  1837. 
two  sonsi  in  a  manner  very  similar  to  the  present,  the 
sons  taking  life  estates  oi\ly;  and  the  testator  declared, 
that  if  Cook  ToUett  (the  son)  should  happen  to  die  with- 
out issue  living  at  his  death,  whereby  the  estate  intended 
for  him  should  go  to  his  eldest  brother  George^  then 
George  should  pay  his  sister,  the  PlaikitifiF,  2000/., 
which  was  to  be  charged  on  the  estate.  Cook  Tollett 
survived  George,  and  died  without  issue,  whereby  the 
estate  went  over  to  the  children  of  George.  It  was  then 
argued,  that  the  words  ^*  whereby  the  estate  shall 
come  to  George**  must  mean  to  him  personally,  but 
Lord  Hardwicke^  after  consideration,  determined,  that 
they  meant  his  line,  and  directed  the  2000/.  to  be 
raised. 

As  to  the  second  objection,  that  the  limitations  of  the 
estate  are  not  extended  to  all  the  issue  which  the  sons 
of  the  grandsons  might  have ;  as  for  instance,  to  the 
daughters  of  the  sons  of  the  grandsons;  so  that  the 
trusts  for  raising  additional  portions  are  limited  after  an 
indefinite  fiEiilure  of  issue,  not  inheritable  under  the 
limitations,  and  are  void  for  remoteness,  we  do  not 
argue,  that  the  words  "  without  bsue "  mean  without 
issue  at  the  death  of  the  party  dying;  but  that  they 
mean  without  such  issue  as  would  inherit  under  the 
prior  limitations  in  the  will. 

After  using  the  words  ^^  without  issue,"  the  testator 
adds  explanatory  words,  shewing  what  woiild  be  the 
consequence  of  the  failure  of  such  issue ;  and  he,  in  that 
way,  designates  the  issue  which  he  intended ;  he  says, 
that  the  consequence  of  the  failure  of  the  issue  which  he 
>  intended 

(«)  Ambler,  177.  194. 
S  £  2 
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',  intended  to  designate  wo^Id  be^  that  the  survivor  of  the 
grandchildren  woyld  therdby,  become  entitled  to  all  die 
manors  as  well  tsX  Testerton  i^  Middteion.  It  is  conse- 
quently evident^  that  he  contemplated  such  a  failure  of 
issue,  as  would  iic^ye  the  effect  of  carrying  over  the 
estate  to  the  other  branch.  Here,  then,  is  the  intention 
expressed,  which  the  VIce-Chancellor  looked  for  in  vain 
in  Bristavo  v.  Boothby. 

If  the  words  were  held  to  mean  a  general  failure  of 
issue,  it  would  be  irreconcilable  with  the  scope  and  in- 
tention of  the  testator  expressed  by  this  will;  and  the 
testatjor  would  be  held  to  have  intended  to  give  the 
extra  portions,  not  in  the  event  of  the  two  estates 
centering  in  one  stock,  but  on  an  event  quite  inde- 
pendent. 

In  Blackbom  v.  Edgley  (a),  the  testator  devised  free- 
holds to  trustees,  in  trust,  to  convey  them  to  H.  E.  for 
life ;  with  remainder  to  trustees,  to  preserve  contingent 
remainders ;  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons, 
in  tail  male ;  with  remainder  to  his  daughters,  in  tail 
general ;  and  if  H.  E.  should  die  without  issue,  then 
that  the  premises  should  be  settled  on  certain  persons  in 
fee ;  and  it  was  then  held,  that  dying  without  issue  must 
be  intended  **  such  issue/' 


If  then,  in  this  case,  the  failure  of  issue  mean  such 
issue  as  will  prevent  the  two  estates  uniting  in  one 
stock,  the  trust  for  raising  portions  will  be  well  limited 
after  the  prior  estates  tail ;  and  this  case  will  not  be 
open  to  the  objection  which  prevailed  in  Brist&oo  r. 
Boolhly. 


It 


(a)  1  P^  Wmt.  600. 


,  It  is  th^n  8!ud,  that  the  limitation  is  void  911  the  ground, 
that  the  extra  pbrtibhs  are  to  be  raised  out  of  a  term  of 
500  years,' which  is,  limited  antecedently  to  an  estate 
tail ;  that  a  recovery  would  not  bar  the  term,  and,  con- 
sequently^ would  not  destroy  the  trust]  but  it  is  evident, 
that  the  testator  did  no^  intend  thai  the  term  should  be 
barred,  because .  tliere  were  other  purposes  which  the 
term  had  to  answer,  navmg  priority  over  the  estate,  tail, 
namely,  to  raise  annuities  and  the  original  portions; 
^this  distinguishes  the  present  ^from  the  other  cases. 
In  Morse  v.  IJofd  Ormonde,  there  was  no  such  previous 
I^umose  tp  answer ;  and  therefore,  the  term  was  limited 
ajfter  ihe  estate  tail :  Lord  Eldoti^  it  appears  in  that  case, 
did  not  advert  to  the  term,  for  in  a  note  {a)  to  the  re- 
port it  is  stated,  that  Lord  Eldon  ^^  did  not,  in  his  judg- 
ment, make  any  express  allusion  to,  or  lay  any  stress 
on,  the  limitation  of  the  term  of  1000  years  to  the 
trustees," 

It  is  assumed  by  the  other  side,  that  because  a  term 
is  so  limited,  that  it  cannot  be  barred  by  the  tenant  in 
tail,  it  is  void  for  remoteness ;  such  is  not  the  decision  in 
Eales  V.  Conn;  nor  did  the  Vic^-^liancellor  put  it  on 
that  ground ;  no  authority  has  been  cited  to  shew,  that 
if  the  term  cannot  be  barred,  that  therefore,  the  charge 
limited  after  an  estate  tail  cannot  be  defeated,  or  that 
the  term  is  void, 

Mr.  TinneUi  in  reply. 

,    The,  Master  of  the  Roljls. 

I  must  allow  tbi&deniUrrkr.  As^totheint^ntidn'ofthe 
testator,  the  doubt  is,  what  he  meant,  and  wbethier  iSie 

additional 
(a)  li7tf<f.407. 

s  E  s 
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1887. 


additional  sums  should  be  raised  so  loog  as  any  person 
of  the  same  line  remained,  or  on  a  general  &ilnre  of 
issue.  The  strong  inclination  of  my  opinion  is,  that  he 
meant  such  issue  as  he  had  described  in  the  former 
limitations;  but,  whether  so  or  not,  he  has  directed  the 
sums  to  be  raised  on  failure  of  that  issue.  It  .might 
be  at  a  very  remote  period,  and  there  are  no  means 
by  which  the  charges,  in  this  case,  could  be  barred ; 
they  depend  on  a  term,  and  that  term  is  precedent  to 
the  estates  tail,  so  that  after  a  recovery,  there  would 
remain  a  term  and  and  a  trust  to  be  performed :  a  trust 
which  could  not  be  defeated,  and  a  term  which  cannot 
be  destroyed.  Il  appears  to  me,  on  that  ground,  that 
the  demurrer  piust  be  allowed. 

Demurrer  allowed. 


1838. 
March  29. 


COSTERTON  ».  COSTERTON. 
CLARKE  V.  WENN. 

nPHE  first  suit  was  instituted  on  the  4th  of  December 
-*-  18  34,  to  make  Charles  Costerton  and  the  represent- 
atives of  James  JVenrij  deceased,  the  trustees  of  a  marriage 
settlement,  responsible  for  certain  breaches  of  trust  in 
respect  of  the  trust  monies. 

The 


A  suit  was 
instituted 
against  the 
representa- 
tives of  a  tes- 
tator, in  re- 
'spect  of  a 
breach  of 
trust ;  and  a 
decree  was 
afterwards 
made  in  a  ^  ^ 

creditors*  suit  agtunst  the  same  representatives,  and  an  account  of  the  debts  &c 
was  directed  to  be  taken.  The  Plaintiff  in  the  first  suit  established  his  claim,  so 
far  as  he  could,  in  the  creditor's  suit,  and  afterwards  broiuht  on  the  first  suit  for 
hearing,  when,  there^  appearing  a  deficiency  of  assets,  he  waived  further  relief, 
and  took  the  securities  on  which  the  trust  fund  had  been  improperly  invested : 
Held,  that  the  Plaintiff  in  the  first  suit  was  entitled  to  his  costs  out  of  the  asseu  in 
the  second.  ^ 


CASES  IN  CHANCER?. 


775 


The  second  was  a  creditor's  suit^  instituted  on  the 
80th  of  December  1894,  by  the  creditors  of  the  same 
James  Wenny  for  the  usual  accounts,  and  administration 
of  his  real  and  personal  estate.  It  came  on  as  a  consent 
cause,  on  the  1st  oi  May  1835,  when  the  usual  accounts 
were  directed  to  be  taken;  and,  amongst  them,  the 
Master  was  directed  to  take  an  account  of  the  debts  of 
the  testator. 


The  Plaintiffs  in  the  first  suit  carried  in  their  claim 
in  the  second  suit;  and  the  Master,  by  his  report,  dated 
in  June  1837,  certified,  that  a  debt  of  27362.  was  due 
from  Jemes  Wenn  deceased  to  the  trustees  of  the  settle- 
ment, being  part  of  certain  trust  monies  received  by  the 
testator  and  applied  to  his  own  use ;  and  be  found  that 
in  addition  to  such  sums,  the  said  testator  also  invested 
other  parts  of  such  trust  monies  in  certain  securities, 
which,  it  was  alleged,  were,  or  might  be  insufficient ; 
and  a  suit  was  then  pending  in  this  Court  touching 
such  trust  funds,  and  the  alleged  misapplication  thereof 
by  the  said  testator. 

The  Plaintiffs  afterwards,  in  March  1838,  brought 
the  first  suit  to  a  hearing,  when  they  obtained  a  decree 
against  the  estate  of  the  testator,  James  fVenriy  for  the 
aforesaid  sura  of  27362.,  together  with  costs ;  **  but  in- 
asmuch as  the  Plaintiffs,  by  their  counsel,  waived  any 
account  or  inquiries  in  respect  of  the  several  other 
breaches  of  trust,  by  the  Plaintiffs  alleged  to  have  been 
committed  by  the  testator,  James  Wen%  by  reason  of 
the  smallness  of  the  assets  of  the  said  testator,  James 
Wenrij  and  the  costs  and  expenses  which  would  be  in- 
curred in  prosecuting  such  accounts  and  inquiries,"  no 
decree  was  made  by  the  Court  in  respect  of  the  other 
breaches  of  trust. 
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1861^4        J,  The  ce^  ^ing.^yj^e  .^<|ipQ|l  tbapotitiop^  of  .Ihc 

.....  •>        :        .        ;,.,•     »,r{rj  »o   .-i       .  p  _        ....... 

Nelson. {a)        ..i.  n...^,  ,   ,  )  >;.     . 

'  '  Mr. 


M.R. 

1825* 
June  17. 

v.c.   , 

1828. 

July  15. 

L.C. 

1828. 
Nov.2\. 

M.R. 

1830. 
Feb.  19. 

There  were 
two  suits 
brought 
against  the  re- 
presentatives 
of  a  testator, 
one  a  credi- 
tor's suit,  and 
the  other  for 
a  breach  of 
trust.    The 
accounts  were 
taken  in  the 
first  suit,  and 
the  debts,  &c. 
ascertained ; 
but,  the  assets 
appeared  in- 
sufficient to 
pay  the  debts 
in  full,  in  the 
event  of  the 
claims  of  the 


(a)  Illinoworth  v.  Nelson. 
Swan  v.  Nelson. 


Tj9e  fifi^t  oCl^Hmi  cm^  oam^, 

tuted  ia  1694  a|^|»8t.tj)(9  per- 
sonal. repcpmtnUviv^  t^f  C^s^ 
/i/tngioorMand  o(r.fHIQri»fir  per* 
son, both  deceased,  who  bad  been 
the  trostees  of.«  maczif^e  Mttle- 
menty  to  make  them  respoDsible 
for  an  alleged  breach  of  trust,  in 
respect  of  two  sums  amouotii^ 
to  2800/. 

The  second  suit  of  iStiw»v.  JV4pA- 
ttm  was  a  common  orediUi^.s  suil^ 
commenced  in  June  1885|«gainst 
the  personal  reprssenM^vei .  o|^ 
the  same  Caley  IlUngworlh, 

Under  an  order  made  in  both 
the  causesi  elated  the  I7th  of 
JuMc  1825,  the  scprefentativet 
of  Caley  lUinsuwrltk^nd  into 
Court,  in  trast^iii  ti^  t^«  <«u>e^ 
the  balsQceqf  the  personal  estMv 
On  the  S7tb  of  Jj/me  I9?ib  th^ 


usual  decree  in  •  casditar'^  suit 
was  made  in  the  second  cense, 
and  it  was  referred  to  the  Mas- 
ter, to  take  an  aocouni  of  the 
penooal  estate,  debt8»&e.»of  the 
testator. 

,  The  Master  found  the  amount 
of  the  debts  of  the  tesimor,  but 
did  not  include  therein  the  debt 
claimed  Iqt  the*  Plaintiffi  in  the 
tot  suit»  vhich  had  not  then 
been  substandated;  he  also  as- 
certained the  asuoi^it  of  the  a>> 
seu  epplioable  to  the  payment 
of  ;tbosj9  debtk 

On  the  15th  of  J«^  isss,  the 
Vice-Chanoellor  made  an  order 
for  the  taxation  and  payment  of 
the  costs  in  the  second  suit,  and 
for  the  payment,  out  of  the  foods 
i^  Court,  of  the  several  debts 
found  4ae  l^-  the  Master's  Re- 
port in  the  second  suit. 

The 


Plaintiff  in  the  ,  ;  '    , 

second  suit  being  substantiated.  The  second  cause  not  having  been  heard,  the 
Court  ordered  a  part  of  the  assets  to  be  set  apart  to  answer' the  costs  in  the  second 
suit,  and  a  proportionate  part  of  the  assets  to  be  reserved  to  answer  the  claims  of 
the  Plaintiff  in  the  second  suit)  and  the  rcaidiie  to  be  spf)orlionsd  and  paid  to  the 
creditors  in  the  fovt  suit 
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^  9Mf^Jft^W>-thittl'MKi!B<Wtf/*«y*i/rij  contended, '  that 
the  fktktiSk  '4b'  tU6  'first  taut^  having  previoiisrty  sttlv 
stfttiiiaCcril  theF^$IMie'  detMufd  ^(fiMt  the  ataetd  in  the 
second  suit,  were  not  justified  in  prosecuting  the  first 
suit ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  losses  and  costs  arising  from 
the  joint  breach  of  trust  ought  tibt  tobe  wholly  thrown 
Qf)on  the  assees  dfJimes  Ifhnn;  hot  ought  t6  be  partially 
borne  by  Charles  Cosieriaut  the  co-trustee. 


1838. 


CovreRTON 

COSTERTON. 


The 


The '  iHsAfljfi  -lA  ^  tiie  lint 
cause;  ivtka  had  not  at  that  time 
obtlAaeii  a  dder^e,  appettfed  from 
this  ordar,  which  would  have 
diB()0«edoCthepriiielpal  part  of 
the  funds,  and  would  hare  left 
little,  if  any  thing,  for  the  pay- 
ment (>f  their  demand,  if  they 
succeeded  in  the  ftnt  «ait. 

The  appeal  waa  heard  befbre 
Lord  Lyndhwrstf  on  the  Slst  of 
November  1698,  Who  ordered 
that  500^.,  part  of  the  assets, 
should  be  laid  out,  on  trust,  in 
the  two  causes,  to  fttt  accouat 
*'  of  the  costs  of  ItUngwoHh  v. 
Keif  on**  and  to  aecumulate  and 
form  a  fund  to  answer  the  costs 
of  the  said  cause,  according  to 
the  decree  to  be  made  thereon ; 
and  the  other  funds  were  di- 
rected, after  payment  of  certahi 
costs,  to  be  divided  into  two 
parts,  according  to  the  propofw 
tion,  which  the  cimm  of  the 
FIainti£&  in  the  cause  of  URng' 
worth  ▼•  Nelun^  bore  to  the 
amount  of  the  debts  proved  ia 
the  caiMe  <j/t  Swan  f«  Mben; 


and  the  sma  -  allotted  to  the 
creditors,  was  directed  to  be  ap- 
portioned and  paid  amongst 
them,  a<id  the  dther  part  was  to 
be  accumulated. 

The  Master  accordingly  di- 
vided the  fund ;  and  the  whole 
assets,  amonndttg  to  ITao/.,  he 
apportkmed  the  som  of  SS9L  to 
the  creditor^,  in  respect  of  their 
demands  in  the  second  suit, 
amounting  to  \9\5i,;  and  he 
apportioned  \99BL  to  answer  the 
claim  of  S800/.  of  the  PlaintHK 
in  the  first  suit. 

On  the  19th  o£ February IS50, 
ihe  first  cause  came  on  for  hear- 
hig,  before  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls.  Mr.  Bickertteth  and;Mr. 
Lwat^  fat  the  Pluntift;  and  Mr. 
PemberUm  and  Mr.  (^mg,  for  the 
Defendants;  when  thePIaintiffi 
in  the  first  suit  obtained  a  decree. 
And  it  was  stated,  that  a  subse- 
quent order  was  made  for  ap- 
propriating to  the  Plaintifiii  in 
the  first  suity  the  fimd  set  apart 
to  aaswer  thdr  diahns. 
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COSTERTON 

V. 
CoSTERTON. 


T^e  Master  of  the  Rolls  decided,  that  the  Piaintifi 
in  the  first  suit  were  entitled  to  rank  as  specialty  cre- 
ditors against  the  assets  of  the  testator,  and  to  receife 
payment  in  the  second  suit ;  and  be  directed  the  costs 
of  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  first  suit,  and  of  all  parties  to  the 
petition,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  funds  in  the  second  suit; 
and  he  declared  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  first  suit  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  the  several  securities,  upon  which  it  qv 
peared,  the  remainder  of  the  trust  funds  was  in- 
vested, (a) 


{d)  The  Plaintiff  in  the  second  suit  appealed  from  this  order, 
which  was  heard  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  on  the  4th  o£  August  1838» 
when  his  Lordship  dismissed  the  appeal  with  costs^  and  approved 
of  the  decision  in  IlUngwortk  v.  NeUon. 


WYNNE  i;.  WYNNE. 


npHE  facts  of  this 
•*    follows  :  —  Robert 


case, 


1837. 
Dec,  19.  23. 

A  testator  de- 
vised an  estate 
in  Denbigh' 
<Atrf,tohisson 
^.,foriire,with 
remainder  to 
-B.,  for  life,  &c. 
and  declared, 
that  if  A. 
should  not 
within  eigh- 
teen months 
after  he  should 

become  entitled  to  certain  other  estates,  in  Carnarvon^  sell  them,  and  pay  the  charges 
on  the  first  estate,  then  the  devise  to  him  should  cease.  A,  became  entitled  to  the 
second  mentioned  estates  in  1814,  and,  under  an  agreement  with  ^.,he  did  not  sell 
them,  but  incurred  a  forfeiture,  B.  undertaking  to  re-erant  the  estates,  during  their 
joint  lives,  at  a  rent  of  350/.  This  was  effected,  and  A,  remained  in  possession. 
The  mother  of  A.  and  if.,  in  1818,  by  her  will,  gave  certain  benefits  to  B.  and  bn 
sisters,  and  directed,  that  whenever  either  of  them  should  come  into  posseatioa  of 
the  estates  in  Denbigh,  his  interest  in  her  property  should  cease.  After  the  death 
of  the  mother,  it  was  held,  that  B.  had  come  into  possession  within  the  meaning 
of  her  will,  and  that  his  interest  in  his  mother's  property  had  ceased. 


so  far  as  material,  were  as 
Waikin  WynnCj  by  his  will, 
dated  in  1 806,  devised  his  family  estates,  in  Denbigh-' 
shire^  called  the  Garthmeilio  or  Upper  Country  Estates^  to 
trustees,  for  a  term  of  500  years,  for  raising  such  a  sum 
of  money  as  might  be  wanting  in  aid  of  his  personal 
estate,  and  of  another  estate,  devised  to  be  sold  for  the 

payment 
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payment  and  discharge  of  hb  debts^  funeral  expenses  1887. 
and  legacies;  and  subject  thereto,  he  devised  the  family 
estates  to  his  son  John^  for  life ;  remainder  to  the  use  of 
his  son  Watkin  (since^deceased),  for  life;  with  remainder 
to  the  use  of  his  son  Charles,  for  life  ;  with  remainder  to 
the  use  of  his  daughters,  Jnn  and  Emma^  and  the  sur- 
vivor of  them^  during  their  lives,  with  divers  remainders 
over;  and  after  reciting,  that  his,  the  testator's  mother, 
was  seized  of  certain  estates  in  the  county  of  Carnarvon, 
for  her  life,  with  remainder  to  him,  the  testator,  in  tail, 
and  that,  in  the  event  of  his  mother  surviving  him,  the 
same  would  go  and  belong  to  his  son  John,  as  tenant  in 
tail ;  the  testator  declared  it  to  be  his  wish,  that  in  case  . 
his  same  son  should  survive  him,  and  become  entitled, 
in  possession,  to  the  last-mentioned  estate,  he  should,  as 
soon  after  as  he  should  so  come  into  possession  as  con- 
veniently might  be,  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same ;  and 
with  the  produce  thereof,  pay  and  discharge  all  the 
incumbrances  affecting  the  Gartkmeilio  estates;  and 
in  case  his  said  son  John  should  not,  within  eighteen 
months  after  he  should  so  become  entitled  to  the  Car* 
narvonshire  estate,  sell  the  same,  and  pay  the  produce 
thereof  in  discharge  of  the  incumbrances  upon  the 
Garthmeilio  or  Upper  Country  estates,  then  that  the  de- 
vise of  the  Garthmeilio  or  Upper  Country  estates,  to  him 
the  said  John  Wynne,  for  life,  as  aforesaid,  should  cease 
and  determine  as  if  he  were  dead. 

The  testator  died  in  1806,  and  on  the  death  of  the 
testator's  mother  in  1814,  John  Wynne,  the  son,  became 
entitled  to  the  Carnarvonshire  estates,  as  tenant  in  tail, 
of  which  he  afterwards  suffered  a  recovery,  and  thereby 
acquired  the  fee-simple ;  he  did  not,  however,  sell  the 
same  in  compliance  with  the  wish  expressed  in  the  will 
of  the  testator,  but  by  arrangement  with  his  brother 

Charles, 
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Charles,  who  was  next  in  rq^uHnder^J^e  ^if^i^^i^^  ^^r« 
feiture  as  fifter.  aUitod*  .       v   ».     <M 

-4n«  Sobkski  WynftCt  thft  teit^tw*  ttC|i  |%,  ^l^^.of 
the  testator,  by  her,.w^l^dftted  tl^^l^.pC^^^g^  ^j^Xf^ 
after  bequeathii^  certain  le^iev  and  directing  ^^" 
version  and  iavisSitinept  of.  hev  propei^^jr^  pf|[)cged^^ 
follows :  —  *^  The  dividends  or  interest;^!^  fgfpp  \^f^ 
said  property  I  will  and  desire  my  said  t9:^)^S^^JffI)ffN^ 
as  follows:   10/.  per  annum  to  my  son  Julius  Wyftne; 
and  the  rest  o£  the  income  from. the  said^/^df^he 
equally  divided  between  my  three  ichildren  b/^i^afll^ 
mentioned, (my  daughter  Ann  Ogiloie  {tbe  wUb,  olJffpfff 
Ogilvie),  my  daughter  .^^/ffTii/i  ^nneand  my  seif /fior^ 
Wynne t  with  i\^  :p^o]ti^$o,  that  whenever  antf  a^  ^^  fM 
of  the  afore%aii  nmied  dcudghters  a$ul  son,  skfdl  fp^dfftp 
possessiofi  of  the  family  property^  such  individual, ffyffpp^qf 
interest  money  shall  devolve  to  the  remaining  a^n^if^^  ^ 
annuitants,  during  thdr  respective  lives,  except,  j^  t^e 
event  of  my  daughter  Emma's  marriage ;  if  t^at  Mk^!4 
happen,  I  will  and  desire^  tb^t  on  SKch.maqiase^tmy 
trustee  shall  pay  to  her  the  sun^.  ^f  IQOO^  .Ql^fq:.9f^,all 
deductions,  and  the  remainder  of.  t^  afpores^  fui^ded 
property,  whatsoever  it  b^,.  I  .wiil  «nd  deske  ,inaj|r  }^ 
exactly  divided ;  and,  after  all  expenses  afteadMig  ,t|ijs 
trust  are  punctually  satisfied,,  be  paid  to  ^ijiy  xUmg^iter 
Ann  Ogilvie^  aiid  to  niy  son  Charles  Wynn^,  re$ervii^,a 
sufficient  sum,  the  interest  of  which,  amounting  tp,  \^ 
per  annum,  my  son  Julius  is  Jta  be  paid,  during  1)93  ^9^- 
tural  life,  and,  at  his  deaths  the  s^  principal  sfiijA^jp 
released,  to  be  paid,  in  eqpal  shares,  between  Arm  OgUJ^e 
and  Charles  Mfytme,  or,  their  heirs;  and  I  giye  to,,^fpy 
respective  children  ,  ^im,  Ogitme,  Emnu;t   f^^,/^ifd 
Charles  Wynne,  the  power  to  bequffith  tl^(^  ri^^e^jre 
shares  of  property  thus  left  to. them,  under  .^e  ^ofi^^i- 
tions  provided  by  this  will."  , 

By 
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"'  l^jf^  tb^  disdree  ihade  in  tilts  cause,  bearing  date  the  183 
14th  of  February  1829,  it  was  referred  to  the  Master, 
among  other  things,  to  enquire,  whether  the  children  of 
ihe''t^iiiiix'{utnn^lneski  Wtftine),  Ann  Ogilvie,  Emma 
ff^ne  anit^CAdi't'ei  Wgnnef  or  any -or  either,  and  which 
bt'iHHrA  lifad'cbine  ihto'fli^  {^os^^ssSon  of'the  femHy  pro- 
pert^^i'  Hfirithfii  the  Iheaning  of  the  said  testatrix's  will; 
i^iiil^h^'  said  Master  was  to  bd  at  liberty  to  state  special 
iii^tuitlstafnces. 

^* '  Tlie  Master,  to  whom  the  cause  was  referred,  by 
his  report,  dated  the  16th  of  December  1836,  found, 
th^at^by  an  indenture  of  lease,  dated  the  81st  of  Janu- 
my  1^15,  tnade  between  Charles  Wynne j  of  the  one 
part,  and  John  Wynne^  of ^ the  other  part;  after  reciting 
that  John'  Wynne^  with  a  view  to  fulfil  the  condition 
^flntiexed  tor  the  family  estate,  had  caused  the  Carnarvon- 
'shh-i  estate  to  be  advertised  to  be  sold  on  the  3d  of 
*«/^n2/ary  then  instant,  and  that  the  said  Charles  Wynne, 
%^\iig  next  entitled  in  remainder  to  the  family  estates, 
either  npdh  th^' decease  of  Jb^/i,  or  non-performance  of 
the  condition  annexed  to  his  estate,  had,  on  the  day 
next  before  the  day  of  the  said  intended  sale,  proposed 
to  the  said  John  Wynne,  that  if  he  would  not  sell  the 
CatTtarWTtshire  t^tdXtf  in  compliance  with  the  wish  of  the 
said  testator,  and  thereby  forfeit  the  estate  devised  to 
him  in  the  Gatihmeilio  estate,  so  as  to  suffer  the  said 
Charles  Wynne  to  succeed  him,  as  tenant  for  life  in  re- 
mainder, tinder  the  said  will,  he,  the  said  Charles,  would 
grant  unto  him,  the  said  John,  a  lease  of  the  same,  for 
their  joint  lives,  at  a  yearly  rent  of  350/.,  subject  to  the 
incumbrances;  it  was  witnessed  that,  in  consideration 
of  being  let  into  possession  of  the  Garthmeilio  estate,  he, 
the  said  Charles  Wynne,  did  lease  the  same  estate  to 
JoKfl,  during  their  joint  lives,  at  a  yearly  rent  of  350/. 

The 
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1837.  The  Master  also  fQund,  that  Ann  Ogilvie^  and  Emma 

Wynne  had  neither  of  them  come  into  possession  of  the 
family  property,  within  the  meaning  of  the  said  testatrix's 
will ;  but  as  to  the  said  Charles  Wymu^  he  sobmitted  to 
the  judgment  of  the  Court,  whethtf,  under  the  circimH 
stances  stated,  he  had  come  into  possession  of  the  said  fiunily 
property,  within  the  meaning  of  the  said  testatrix's  will. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  for  further  directioos 
;  on  the  Master's  report,  on  the  18th  oi  December^  when 

Mr.  Temple  and  Mr.  GirdlesUme^  for  the  Plainttfif 
having  opened  the  case,  and  stated  that  the  P]ainti£Ei 
had  no  interest  in  the  points  in  dispute, 

Mr.  Tinney^  for  Charles  JVynne^  objected,  that  the 
next  of  kin  of  the  testatrix  were  not  represented.  He 
said  that  it  might  be  contended,  that  the  testatrix  had 
died  intestate,  as  to  a  part  of  the  interest  of  the  iiinds  in 
question,  and  that  the  case,  therefore,  ought  not  to  be 
argued  in  the  absence  of  her  next  of  kin. 

S5i]  Dec.  The  cause^  was  accordingly  ordered  to  stand  over  for 

a  week,  in  order  that  the  next  of  kin  might  be  repre- 
sented; and,  this  being  done,  it  now  came  on  again  to 
be  heard. 

After  some  discussion,  it  was  arranged  that  the  coun- 
sel for  Emma  Wynne  should  commence  the  argument, 
and  have  the  benefit  of  the  reply. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Bethellj  for  Emma  Wynne^ 
contended,  that  it  was  clear  that  Charles  had  come  into 
possession  of  the  family  estate,  within  the  terms  of  the 
will  of  his  mother.  Although  John  was  apparently  in 
possession,  yet  he  was  a  mere  tenant  to  Charles,  and  the 

possessbn 
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possession  of  a  tenant  is  that  of  the  landlord.    The  facts        1837. 
of  a  forfeiture  having  been  committed,  and  of  the  estate     ^'^^^'^^^ 
having  devolved  od  Charlesj  being  recited  in  the  lease,  t^. 

those  facts  could  not  now  be  disputed  by  Charles.     Al-       Wynne. 
though  the  words  in  the  will  of  Mrs.  Wynne  were  in  the 
future,  -7-  "  if  ^^  ^^  come  into  possession,"  yet  the 
fa/:t  of  his  being  already  in  possession  could  make  no 
difference :  as,  where  a  legacy  is  given  in  the  event  of  a 
I^atee  attaining  twenty-one,  if  such  legatee  had  at- 
tained that  age  before  the  date  of  the  will,  still  he  would 
be  entitled  to  the  legacy.     The  forfeiture  havidg  taken 
plaGe,  the  next  question  was,  whether  Emma  and  Mrs. 
Ojgilvie  took  life  interests,  or  absolute  interests:  they 
contended  that  they  took  absolute  interests,  for  it  has 
been  holden,  that  where  income  is  given  indefinitely,  there 
the  ciqpital  is  included ;  Phtlipps  v.  Chamberlaine  (a), 
Page  v.  LeapingaeU  (6),  Stretch  v.  Watkim  (c).     Here, 
indeed^  a  power  of  bequeathing  their  shares  is  given  to 
the  legatees;  but  there  are  many  cases  which  shew  that 
this  does  not  reduce  an  absolute  gift  to  a  life  interest, 
but  is  either  void,  or  else  is  merely  a  power  superadded 
to  an  interest,  as  a  person  may  be  seized  in  fee  of  land, 
and  have  a  power  of  appointment  besides.    Mobinson  v. 
Dusgale  {d\  Mastefyne  v.  Maskelyne(e)f  Camber  v.  Gra- 
ham {g).    UEmma  marries,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
the  capital  is  to  be  divided  immediately :  and  it  cannot 
be  supposed,  that  that  event  was  intended  to  do  more 
than  alter  the  amount  of  the  share  to  be  received  by  each 
child ;  that  it  was  intended  also  to  enlarge  their  interests 
in  their  respective  shares.     The  Court  must  declare  that 
Charles  has  forfeited  all  right  to  the  testatrix's  property, 
and  that  it  now  belongs  to  Emma  Wynne  and  Mrs. 

Ogilvie 

(a)  4  Vet.  51.  ((f)  S  Vem.  181. 

(6)  18  r«f.  463.  (e)  AmU.  750. 

(c)  1  Madd.  2S5.  (g)  1  Euu.  i  Mtfl.  450, 
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-18^7.       Ogilxfk  abiolitiely,  m  eqael  ditre^  tii)jeot  oriy  to  tie 
v,i^^>C^  .  co|itiogen<7  of  £niflia*s  marriage. 

..^T'fV^  MnJP^esro^rjPr/ifV^,ibrCk)k>iid(^^ 

,  fif  ^m  QgiJm),  f<^wed  the  aame  line  oif  argMMSt 

^.He  cited  CZar^  y.  X119  (a),  YanvU  ▼•  Jlik»Aii^(^), 

03  instaoces  of  words  of  &turi^  brag  iilflQai  hf  j/mst 

.  eyeoXSf  and  Lewes y.Lewa{t),  In  the  laWf  cail%iii4aady 

t  it  was  not  neceanxy  to  deeide  the  piioli  h«i|')Hi«as 

stropgly  concended  that  a  iegjKj^  dinciai  K».hl|.6K 

feited  in  case  of  alieoatioiiy  was  forfeited  by  1*1  ulienilinn 

previoBs  to  the  date  of  the  will.    In  sttppDrt*«f  the 

.positioDs  that  an  indefinite  gift  of  income  oanried  the 

^  capital,  he  cited  Aiamm  v.  jlrmiiage{i)t  Ckmgh  t. 

.  Wynne  (e),  and  Haig  ¥•  Swiney{g) :  and  herdiod  qikA0 

^  V.  KinffUm  {h)f  as  ao  authority  that  a  power  of  beifMlith- 

ing  did  not  reduce  an  absolute  gift  to  a  Usiifeed.oilCf 

even  where  there  was  n  limitation  over,  in  default  of 

appointment,  which  did  not  occur  here.    He'  stobiaittted 

that  Mrs.  Ogilvie  had  <A>tained  an  ebtdite  jadefranihlf 

interest  in  one  moiiety  of  the  testatrix's  pDopBtlljf^  srhieh 

ought  to  be  at  once  paid  to  her  hwbaad,  siilgeol.to  h* 

equitable  right  to  ft  settltnutit:  slid  dnttshci  wmU  rite 

be  entitled,  in  the  event  ol  EmBu^mMkiMgs^  IP  somKh 

of  Emma*s  share  as  eatoeedcd  IQOML 

Ms.  aUmm  and  Mr.  Mmtro^  fer  Moi.  Ogibititrho 
appeared  separately  from  her  husband. 

Thb  «aaa  is  gaiwarnedby  die  diatiMtion  taken  hr  dM 
booha  faMmn  a  mtuiUma  iaqpossiUe  at  the  date  of ^thu 
gvaat^  flM^Me  wkUit  beoemea  impoMibleaftepwards  \  ^ 

Lim 

(a)  S  Vm,  ABr:  87.  (rf)  19  Tet.  416. 

r  0)  I  Maui,  i  My.  564.  \e)  8  Madd.  188. 

(c)  6  ^nu  504.,  affirmed  on         (g)  1  &m.  ^  SU4$7. 
appeal,  21  st  Jammy  1 S55.  (A)  1  Mer.  91 4. 


LUk  fMk  a;    lir  the  htief  case,  <!lbe  pfimy  liable  to  tibe ^1 8S7* 

oondition  is  dischargeclfr^m  itV^^ib  the  former, if  ^ 
coDdition  be  precedent,  the  whole  gift  is  void.  Here,  there 
was  a  pretedvM  odAdMon  tl)al^Aie^i^s''ihou)d  not  take  the 
imMy  estate  9^btteiMs  «i^  impoMible  atthe  Hate  of  die 
wiU,  for  M  WHS  fihwdy  Ah  pb^kaiioti  of  it :  the  gift, 
tineivfolrt^  6*  kim^  w4i)^h  #fis  feuadM  -on  that  eondition, 
mm  4M*'  Pitnyyf.  A}odik{a)^  ^ew%  tkit  a  condition 
Ma^iofi«tfal^>fil«iigk  not  IftehAy^fiftHHled.  That  was  a 
h^i^t  to^a  Ay  baf  if  he  shdiild  bb  d^Ed,  to  the  Flatn- 
tiA.  '  C  A' was  not  then  deitd,  but  he  died  before  the 
tasCalor,  and  the  Plaintiffs  were  held  entitted,  though  it 
teems  aihnitiad  that  the  testatoi*  had  ili'vi^,  a  deadi  at 
the  time  of  making  the  will.  In  ))ke  ^ittmner,  in  gifts  to 
issue,  procnoHs  and  procreandis  sit^^omferHbk  terms: 
unborn*  cMldwn  may  take  under  ^  former  word,  and 
those  alrtddy  bom  under  the  latter. 

Charleys  interest  being  feriUted,  Emma  and  Anne 
ai^  alone  emkled ;  and  they  tdce  absolute  interests^  sub- 
Jeot  only  to  cha  Tariation  in  case  of  Emmefs  marriage ; 
for  the  gift  is  oat  lestrialM  to  theiv  ltf«a;  and  (in  ad- 
dition to  the  caais  which  ^mvu  been  cited),  Mgon  ▼. 
(Mwer  (»),  $i^Blimy.MqiknrdXt)s  shew  that  a  power 
of  appointment  has  a 


Mr.  Temfiti  for  the  nactr  of  Mn  of  tharfsatatiris. 

Obscure  as  this  will  must  be  admitted  to'be^  it  gives 
no  room  hx  contandingr  &at  tho  kgalaea  taka  any  thing 
more  than  life  ioleaesta^  wiith  powem  of  appaiaameBl  by 
will ;  thb  at  least  BEMiat  be  tk«  aase^  if  ihwsukias  not 
marry;  and  even  if  she  does,  there  is  strong  ground 
for  contending,  either  that  they  only  tal^  the  same 

interests^ 

(a)  1  Our,  ISS.  ^  (c)  I  Bf.  C.  C.  599. 

[h)  IS  Vei.  108. 

Vol.  IL  S  F 
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18S7.       interests,  in  the  altered  amounts  then  allotted  to  them, 
yjj^*'^^    or  that  the  bequest  is  to  be  rejected  for  uncertainty; 
V,  for  it  makes  no  provision  for  the  event  of  the  forfdtnre 

wynme.  happening,  and  yet  it  cannot  be  supposed  to  be  unin- 
fluenced by  that  event  The  residue,  after  payment  of 
1000/*  to  Emma  J  is  to  be  equally  dividetL  But  between 
whom^  if  (as  has  happened)  the  family  estate  shall  have 
devolved  on  Charles  ?  At  all  events,  if  Emma  remains 
unmarried,  this  property  must  belong  to  the  testatrix's 
next  of  kin,  subject  only  to  the  life-interests  of  Emma 
and  Anne  in  the  whole  fiind,  and  to  their  right  of  be- 
queathing two  thirds  of  it :  for  Charles  has  dearly  for- 
feited his  power  of  appointment,  and  his  third  shares 
therefore,  cannot  now  be  bequeathed  by  any  one. 

Mr.  TtVtn^,  for  Charles  Wynne.  The  effect  of  this 
will  is,  to  give  to  each  child  a  life-estate  subject  to 
forfeiture,  and  a  power  of  appointment  not  liable  to 
forfeiture ;  and  to  provide,  in  the  event  of  Emma^s  mar- 
riage, for  an  immediate  division  of  the  captal,  the 
shares  in  which  are  also  exempt  from  forfeiture.  What 
has  been  called  forfeiture,  is  however,  rather  a  limit- 
ation over,  and  is  to  be  considered  according  to  the 
rules  affecting  conditional  limitations.  The  only  ques- 
tion is,  whether  Charles  Wynne  has  done  any  act, 
whereby  the  limitation  over  of  his  life-interest  to  his 
sister  has  taken  effect. 

Mrs.  Wynne^  the  testatrix,  was  executrix  and  trustee 
of  the  will  of  her  husband,  by  which  the  family  estate^ 
as  it  is  called)  was  devised  to  John  Wynne^  with  a  gift 
over  to  CharleSf  unless  John  sold  his  grandmother's 
estate  within  eighteen  months  after  it  devolved  upon 
him.  The  proceeds  of  this  sale  were  to  be  applied  in 
discharge  of  debts  to  which  Mrs.  Wynne,  as  executrix 
and  trustee,  was  liable.  In  January  1814,  the  grand- 
mother's 
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mother's  estate  devolved  on  John:  the  sale  ought  to  18S7. 
have  taken  place,  at  the  latest,  on  the  20th  otjtdy  1815. 
The  date  of  Mrs.  Wynnes  will  is  the  21st  of  August 
1818.  Is  it  possible  to  suppose  that  she  was  then 
ignordnt  of  the  real  stater  of  things?  Was  she  not  aware 
of  her  mother-in-law's  death  ?  Was  she  not  aware  that 
the  debts  which  John  ought  to  have  paid  three  years 
before  were  still  unpaid?  Was  she  not.  aware  that  he 
retained  possession  of  the  estate  which  he  ought  to  have 
sold  ?  And  knowing  these  things,  and  knowing,  as  she 
most  have  done,  the  contents  of  her  husband's  will, 
could  she  have  been  ignorant  that  the  family  estate  had 
long  since  devolved  in  law  upon  Charles  f  What  then 
can  be  the  meaning,  of  her  speaking  of  Charleys  coming 
into  possession  of  the  family  estate  as  a  future  event, 
unless  we  suppose  her  to  have  regarded  that  devolution 
only  to  Charles^  which  would  take  place  on  Johrfs 
death;  and  which  would  be  a  real  devolution,  not  the 
mere  nominal  devolution  which  had  taken  place,  and 
which  had  put  Charles  in  possession  of  an  income  of 
d50/.  out  of  an  estate  worth  5000/.  a  year.  The  cases, 
therefore,  which  have  been  adduced  to  shew  that  pro^ 
creatis  and  procreandis  are  synonymous  terms,  do  not 
apply,  since  they  rest  on  the  ground  of  the  testator's 
supposed  intention ;  whereas  here,  we  have  the  strongest 
reason  to  suppose,  the  testatrix's  intention  conformable 
to  the  strict  interpretation  of  the  words  she  has  used. 

[7%e  Master  of  the  Rolls.  You  rest  your  case  on 
Mrs.  lVi/nne*8  supposed  knowledge  of  the  lease  from 
Charles  to  John.  Now  I  have  no  proof  of  this :  and 
though,  primdfacie^  the  Court  will  presume  a  trustee  to 
be  cognizant  of  facts  relating  to  his  trust,  yet  that  pre- 
sumption will  not  arise,  where  such  cognizance  would 
make  him  privy  to  a  fraud.] 

3  2^  2  It 
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It  is  submitted  that  this  transaction  was  n<»t  a  fraud. 
True  it  is,  that  had  John  sold  his  grandnx)tber's  estate, 
the  whole  family  would  have  been  benefited  by  it ;  bat 
the  testator  had  not  so  arranged  the  alternative,  as  to 
make  the  family  benefit  by  that  also.  The  penalty  was 
given  wholly  to  Charles  ;  and  unless  he  was  a  trustee  of 
that  penalty,  which  cannot  be  maintmned,  he  had  a 
right  to  decline  enforcing  it,  and  to  deal  with  it  as  be 
pleased.  The  Conrt,  therefore,  is  not  barred  from  pre- 
suming, that  the  testatrix  knew  of  the  ammgeneat 
between  the  brothers,  as  in  point  of  fiict  she  must  have 
done ;  and  if  her  knowledge  of  that  fact  be  conceded, 
the  construction  we  contend  for,  cannot  be  avoided. 

If  however  the  limita^tion  over  has  taken  eflfect,  its 
operation  extends  only  to  Charleys  life  interest.  It  is 
said,  indeed,  that  these  bequests  to  the  children  are 
absolute  gifts  of  the  capital,  because  the  income  is  given 
indefinitely,  and  because  an  absolute  gift  is  not  redMed 
in  extent  by  the  addition  of  a  power  of  appointment. 
But  here  the  income  is  not  given  indefinitely,  but  clearly 
circumscribed,  by  various  expressions,  within  the  com- 
pass of  a  life  estate.  It  b  undeniable  that  JiiUus  takes 
only  a  life  interest  in  his  annuity  of  10/.,  which  equally, 
at  first,  appears  to  be  bequeathed  indefinitely,  and  the 
same  construction  must,  by  analogy,  be  applied  to  the 
gifb  to  the  other  children.  Charles^  therefore,  as  well 
as  the  others,  took  a  life  interest  only,  with  a  power  of 
appointment,  except  in  the  event  of  Emnufs  marriage: 
and  it  is  his  life  interest  alone  which  is  subject  to  the 
limitation  over ;  and  not  indeed  even  the  whole  of  his 
life  interest :  his  share  of  the  income  is  to  ^  devolve  to 
the  remaining  annuitant  or  annuitants  during  their  rf- 
specHve  lives**  only:  so  that,  on  either  of  the- staters 
dying,  her  moiety  of  the  forfeited  income  will  return  to 
Charles.     The  power  of  appointment  is  indeed  g^wen 

"  under 
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^  under  the  conditions  provided  by  this  will: ''  but  this  18S7« 
plainly  refers  to  the  immediate  distribution  directed  on 
Efnma*&  marriage ;  and  that  the  share  to  be  taken  by 
Charley  under  that  distribution,  was  not  subject  to  any 
limitation  oven  appears  from  the  fact,  that  such  a  limits 
ation  over  might  have  the  efiect  of  delaying  a  division, 
which  it  was  the  evident  desire  of  the  testatrix  to  make 
immediately  consequent  on  the  marriage.  On  the  whole, 
iherefoi^  we  ask  a  declaration,  that  the  limitation  over 
m  confined  to  CharMs  life  interest,  and  that  such  limit- 
ation over  has  not  yet  taken  effect. 

Mr*  Beiiellf  in  reply.  First,  as  to  tlie  extent  of 
interest  afiected  by  the  limitation  over.  It  is  immaterial, 
for  this  purpose,  whether  Charles  took  an  absolute  in- 
terest, or  a  life  estate  with  a  power  of  bequeathing. 
All  that  he  took  he  forfeited  by  coming  into  possession 
of  the  fiimily  estate.  His  power  is.  expressly  given  to 
hifsjt  subject  to  the  conditions  of  the  will,  one  of  which 
j^onditions  is,  that  the  legatee  is  not  to  be  in  possession 
of  that.estate.  The  gift  in  the  event  of  EmmeCs  mar- 
riage is  so  connected,  in  grammatical  construction,  with 
the  preceding  clause,  as  to  be  clearly  affected  by  the 
same  condition.  And  as  to  the  words  ^^  during  their 
respective  lives,''  whatever  their  meaning  may  be,  they 
have  no  bearing  on  this  question,  since  they  point  to 
the  life  of  the  recipient,  not  that  of  the  forfeiting  party. 

But  in  truth,  the  case  is  not  yet  ripe  for  a  compljpte 
dedaioB  on  this  point*  For  even  if  the  l^^tees  dot  take 
absolute  interests,  their  shares  cannot  be  paJd^tp  th^fn 
till  it  is  known  whether  Emma  does,  or  does  not  jpo^arrj ; 
and  the  Court  is  not  ia  the  habit  of  declacii^,  rights  in 
aiiticipatk)n.  It  may  indeed  be  suggested,  that  the  tes- 
tatrix is  speaking  oaly,  of  the  event  of  Emtm*s  mar- 
riage in  her  own  lifetime,  and  that,  as  it  has  npt 
3  2^  3  happened,  • 
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1S87«  happened,  the  whole  proviso  is  utterly  at  an  end*  Bat 
unless  the  Court  adopts  that  construction^  it  can  only 
declare  at  present,  who  are  entided  to  receive  the  in- 
terest, and  direct  payment  accordingly. 

Secondly,  as  to  whether  the  forfeiture  has  taken 
eSdcL  The  lease  from  Charles  to  John  recites  that 
Charles  was  in  possession:  he  is  estopped^  therefore, 
from  denying  this  fact ;  and  he  rests  his  case  on  the 
assertion,  that  the  testatrix  was  aware  of  this  possession, 
and  that  her  will  referred  only  to  the  future  posaessbn 
which  he  would  obtain  on  Johris  death.  This  assertion 
is  backed  by  no  proof,  but  the  Court  is  called  oo  to 
presume  the  truth  of  it,  from  the  situation  in  which  the 
testatrix  stood  as  executrix  of  her  husband's  wilL  This 
situation  afibrds,  no  doubt,  a  presumption  that  she  had 
read  her  husband's  will ;  but  it  affords  none  that  the 
contents  of  it,  and  all  facts  connected  with  those  con- 
tents, were  present  to  her  mind  at  the  time  when  she 
was  making  her  own  will ;  and  yet  this  is  the  case  which 
Charles  must  make  out,  in  order  to  give  her  wo|;ds  that 
peculiar  sense  which  he  would  attach  to  them.  The 
lease  was  in  its  nature  a  secret  transaction :  John  was  in 
possession  of  the  estate  before  the  execution  of  it,  and 
he  continued,  to  all  outward  appearance,  in  the  same 
possession  aflerwards.  Supposing  that  the  testatrix 
must  have  known  that  a  forfeiture  had  occurred,  it  does 
not  follow  that  she  knew  that  Charles  had  enforced  tlie 
penalty ;  and  her  will  speaks,  not  of  a  future  tttie  ac- 
cruing, but  of  a  future  possession.  In  fact,  what  was 
passing  in  her  mind  at  the  date  of  her  will  is  not  a  sub- 
ject of  presumption,  for  it  is  not  a  subject  of  inquiry. 
How  could  it  be  referred  to  a  Master  to  ascertain,  by 
extrinsic  evidence,  what  facts  were  present  to  the  testa- 
trix's recollection  at  the  date  of  her  will  ?  And  what 
could  not  be  referred  to  the  Master  cannot  be  deter- 
mined 
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mined  by  the  Court  The  words,  therefore,  must  be 
taken  in  their  natural  sense;  and,  according  to  that 
sense,  a  forfeiture  has  occurred*  v. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  This  is  one  of  those 
obscure  and  perplexed  wills  to  which  it  is  difficult  to 
attach  any  consistent  and  rational  meaning :  at  the  same 
time  it  does  appear  to  me,  on  the  result  of  the  discus* 
sion,  which  has  been  conducted,  no  doubt,  with  great 
ability,  that  I  can  come  to  a  conclusion  respecting  the 
meaning  of  this  testatrix's  will,  which  is  consistent  with 
itself  at  least,  though,  perhaps,  not  to  be  accounted  for, 
in  all  respects,  in  the  way  that  has  been  suggested.  This 
lady,  it  seems,  desired  all  her  property  to  be  converted 
into  money,  and  after  directing  the  payment  thereout 
of  her  funeral  expenses  and  debts,  and  certain  l^ades, 
she  proceeds  as  follows :  — •  <^  All  the  residue,''  &c. 

The  first  question  that  is  made  here  is,  as  to  the 
interest  which  each  of  the  children  took:  is  it  a  life 
interest,  or  is  it  an  absolute  interest?  The  counsel  for 
Emma  Wynne  and  Mrs.  Ogihie^  arguing  upon  this 
jpoint,  said,  this  is  an  absolute  interest,  because  it  is  a 
gift  of  interest  or  dividends  indefinitely ;  and  that  gift 
will  not  be  altered  by  the  last  clause  in  the  will,  which 
gives  a  power  of  disposition  by  will*  However,  it 
proceeds  with  this  proviso:  [His  Lordship  stated  it] 
She  treats  them  there  as  ^  remaining  annuitants;" 
that  is,  after  taking  away  Charles^  who  is  there  sup- 
posed to  have  come  into  the  possession  of  the  family 
property,  if  he  was  the  first  to  do  so,  which,  by 
the  limitations  in  the  former  will,  he  must  have  been. 
She  considers  them  as  annuitants,  therefore,  and  they 
may  have  been  perpetual  annuitants;  but  we  come  after* 
wards  to  another  part  of  the  will,  and  we  find,  notwith-^ 
standing  the  indefinite  gift  to  Jidiusy  she  clearly  intended 
S  JP  4  Jtdius 
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nhdiug  fras  to  have  no  more  than  a  life  bstiaa$t,  f*  le* 
serving  a  suffideni;  sum,  die  inCerest  of  wUsftf  aiaoutr 
iog  to  lOL  per  annun^  my  son  Mms  .ia»ilo.^>piud 
during  bis  natural  life."  And  taking  qU  tbeae-  paita  c^ 
the  will  together,  the  indefinite  gjft  of  faleisafiti  the 
treatment  of  such  gifts  as  annttilie^  and  die  expims 
direction  that  Jylitis  is  only  to  haye  a  Ufa  iqtereat,.aiid  a. 
proviso^  that  they  are  to  haye  a  power  of  diqpositlfNitlbgr 
will^  I  think  altogether  the  Goodusion  is»  thatrfthe  msfifiytj 
them  only  to  have  a  life  interest  in  tUs  estate.      \, ,    .^,  »> 

-  ■•       -.    i.'.        lit   111 

But|  then  there  remains  another  qnestiooi  .ayi  1^  whal 
is  to  be  done  when  Emma  marries.  I  any. <al(Q /that, 
next*  She  says,  **  in  the  event  of  my  daugibt«r  Mmma^s 
marriage^"  &c.  Upon  the  construction  of  thai  ^Ii^uae^ 
it  appears  to  me,  if  Emma  Wynne  should  marrjii  that 
the  lOOQiL  being  paid  to  her,  the  remaining  9apital.F>U 
have  to  be  equally  divided  between  Anne  a^d  Ctiffrlfihuu 

Then  there  remains  the  question  with  rt^sneot^oidie. 
forfeiture,  as  it  is  called;  it  is^  however,  a&  Mr*  Tinm^ 
has  accurately  called  i^  no  forfeiture*  bait. a.  ^mitatiop 
over,  and  must  be  treated  and  considered  f^.i^limitati^Mi 
over  in  a  certain  event  This  i$  thep^^iso :  [J^JBLprd- 
ship  stated  it.]  Now  it  is  not  doubtefJ^  butdu^t  under 
certain  circumstances,  this  might  have  operated,  and 
would  have  operated,  if  John  Wynne  had  observed. the 
will,  and  brought  the  estate  U>  sale  for  the  purpose  of 
relieving  the  incumbrances;  and  that  Charles  Wifime 
had  afterwards,  after  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  coo^e^. 
into  possession  of  the  pnoperty  und^r  the  ,li|nit|i|i9Qii. 
of  the  wilL  I  think  it.is  nqtdoubted  that,  ontbaf  evMtit 
happening,  the  limitation  over  would  have  taken  .e£b^  . 

The  question  which  remains  then. is,  wliether  i^Ms 
taken  effect  in  the  events  which  have  happtnf4^>^^^ 

respect 
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resp^t  to  Which  the  foots  of  the  case  appear  to' be  eA     ^Jj^* 
follows  2  [Hislx^ship  here  stated  them.]    The  tes^       wVni!?^ 
tMOifs  fnodier,  who  was  the  tenant  for  life  of  the-  t:  . 

Camarom  estate,  died  on  the  SOth  of  January  1814.  ^^"<■• 
The  time  within  which  John  ought  to  have  sold,  pur- 
suant; to  the  directbns  of  the  witli  expired  cm  the  90eh^ 
of  JM^  1815,  and,  in  the  meantime,  H  atH)6ars  to  have 
been'  the  intention  of  John  to  sell  those  estates  for  the 
pavposes  ttientioned  in  the  will;  for  it  is  stated  by  a 
lease  of  the  Slst  of  January  1815,  which  is  set  forth 
in  the  Master's  report,  that  it  was  there  recited,  '^  that 
Mtft  Wyrnity  with  a  view  to  fulfil  the  conditions 
annexed  to  his  estate,''  &c.  In  consequence,  as  it 
would  appear,  of  this  proposition  made  by  (Partes  to 
John^  tfohn  did  not  sell  those  estates;  the  effect  of  wfaicli^ 
was,  that  the  limitation  over,  provided  by  the  will  of 
the  testator,  Bobert  Waikin  Wyune,  took  effect ;  and,  in 
anticipation  of  the  time  within  which  John  was  kllowed 
to  do  it,  and  on  the  Slst  of  January  1815,  the  lease, 
which  was  thus  proposed,  was  executed.  By  that  lease, 
John  became  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  estate 
during  the  joint  lives  of  himself  and  Charles^  he  paying 
to  ChaHes  an  annual  rent  of  S50A  Under  this  arrange^ 
ment,  which  wholly  disappointed  the  intention  of  the 
testator  in  this  respect,  John  continued  in  possession'  of 
the  Garthmeilio  estates.  How  &r  this  arrangement  be- 
tweei»  John  and  Charles  was  Itnown  to  anybody  but 
themselves,  is  what  I  have  no  means  of  Itnowing,  con* 
sequently  have  no  right  to  conjecture.  What  does 
appear  is,  that  after  the  estate  had  been  .advertised  for 
sale,  Charles  made  this  proposition,  and  that  proposition' 
hiving  been  accepted  t)y  Jokn^  ./b^continued  to  be* the 
ostensible  ownerj  ahd'  theaetuai  possessor  of  the  estate^ 

i^fi  Sableski'W^nei  the  tesilatrix  in  the  present  case, 

wifa'dbe  bf  the  ipcfrsoM'  whKn  were  appointed  trustees  and 

)  •-"!  >i  executors 
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18S7.       executors  of  the  will  of  the  testator,  her  husband.     Ge- 
nerally a  person  who  has  undertaken  to  perform  a  tmst 
or  duty  must  be  presumed  to  know  all  those  things 
which  ought  to  come  to  his  knowledge  in  the  dae  exe- 
cution of  his  trust  or  the  due  performance  of  hb  dntj; 
and  therefore,  primd  fade^  and  in  the  absence  of  aby 
circumstances  whatever  to  rebut  that  presumptkn,  it 
certainly  would  seem,  that  Mrs.  Wynm  ought  to  have 
known  this  fact — that  the  settled  estates  were  not  re- 
lieved from  the  incumbrances,  by  the  means  which  the 
testator  had  pointed  out, — by  the  sale  of  the  Camarvtm 
estate;  but  there  is  nothing,  that  I  am  aware  o^  to 
shew,  or  from  which  it  can  at  all  be  presumedf  that 
she  was  aware  of  the  arrangement  between  Charles  and 
John.    I  find  nothing  from  which  that  knowledge  can 
be  traced  to  her ;  I  find  there  was  a  public  fact  which 
she  might  have  known  or  not,  the  advertisement  for 
sale,  which  would  have  been  in  strict  compliance  with 
the  will;  I  cannot  know  it,  therefore  I  do  not  rely  upon 
it :  but  her  son  John  was  in  possession  of  the  estate. 
There  is  nothing  to  shew  she  was  acquainted  with  the 
transaction  between  John  and  Charles;  there  is  nothing 
from  which  I  can  reasonably  impute  to  her  a  desire 
to  defeat  the  intention  of  the  testator ;  and  I  do  not 
think,  under  these  circumstances,  I  am  at  liber^  to  pre* 
sume,  that  she  was  taking  an  active  part  in  committing 
what,  if  she  did  take  an  active  part  in  doing,  would*have 
been  a  breach  of  trust     The  question  is,  not  whether 
she  was  consenting  to  it,  or  whether  she  was  chargeable 
with  a  breach  of  trust ;  that  has  nothing  to  do  with  this 
case ;  but  it  is  a  matter  seriously  to  be  considered,  when 
we  are  weighing  presumptions,  for  the  purpose  of  im« 
puting  to  her  certain  intentions,  from  the  use  of  certain 
expressions  employed  in  her  will.     I  confess  I  do  not 
find  any  thing  here,  upon  which  I  ought  to  conclude, 
that  she  was  fully  aware  of  the  situation  in  which  things 

stood 


Wykivb. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  795 

stood  at  the  time  of  her  death ;  and  then,  if  that  be  cor*        18S7. 
rect,  there  remains  this  only  question,  whether,  sup-     ^"^p^*^ 
posing  her  not  to  have  been  aware  of  this  at  all,  Charles  v. 

is  not  to  be  affected  by  this  proviso,  merely  because  the 
words  express  something  future.  I  think  that  Charles 
is  to  be  affected  by  it,  notwithstanding  those  words  may 
be  considered  to  refer  to  a  fact  which  is  future.  They 
refer  to  a  feet  which  is  future ;  why  ?  Because  she  was 
not  aware  that  the  fact  would  not  be  future ;  she  was 
not,  for,  under  the  circumstances,  I  am  under  the  neces- 
sity of  concluding  she  was  not,  aware  that  it  had  already 
happened. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  limitation  in  this 
case  did  take  effect  under  the  circumstances  stated,  and 
it  is  a  limitation  which  takes  effect  only  as  regards  the 
life  interest  of  CAarles. 

What  appears  to  me,  upon  the  whole,  to  be  the  re- 
sult of  this  will  is,  that  this  is  a  gift  of  the  dividends  and 
interest  to  the  three  children,  to  be  equally  divided 
between  them,  for  their  respective  lives,  with  a  power  of 
appointment  to  each  of  them  by  will';  with  this  proviso, 
^^  that  if  any  of  them  comes  into  possession  of  the  family 
property,  the  life  interest  of  such  one  shall  go  to  the 
other  or  others  of  them,  for  their  life  or  lives ;"  and  this 
further  proviso,  that  if  Emma  shall  marry,  she  is  to  re- 
ceive 1000/.  out  of  the  capital,  and  the  remainder  of 
the  capital  is  to  be  equally  divided  between  Charles  and 
Anne  ;  and  that,  under  the  circumstances,  Charles  is  to 
be  considered  as  having  come  into  p9ssession  of  the 
family  property  in  such  a  way  as  to  give  effect  to  the 
limitation  over. 

Extract 
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18S7. 

Wyhne  Extract  from  Decretal  Order. 

Wynne.  «<  Declare,    that  the  Defendant,    Charles    l^ynne^ 

having,  within  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  tes- 
tatrix's will,  come  into  the  possession  of  the  property 
designated  inr  theiteititriafs  lirill  as  ^*the  family  pro- 
perty,*' the  Defendants,  Anne  Ogilvie  and  Emma  Wynne, 
became,  from  the  8th  day  of  December  1818  (the  day 
of  the  decease  of  the  said  testatrix,)  and  are^  (subject  to 
such  declaration  in  the  event  of  the  marriwe  of  the 
said  Emma  Wynne j  as  is  hereinafter  contained j)  entided, 
in  equal  moieties,  to  the  clear  income  of  all  the  residue 
of  the  said  testatrix's  personal  estate,  for  their  respective 
lives,  with  power  for  each  of  them,  and  also  for  the 
Defendant  Charles  Wynne  (subject  to  such  application 
.of  the  income  as  aforesaid,)  to  dispose  of  one  third  of 
the  principal  of  such  clear  residue  by  their  respective 
wills*     And  declare,  that  in  the  event  of  the  marriage 
of  the  Defendant,  Emma  Wyntie^  she  will  be  entitled  to 
receive  the  sum  of  1000/.  in  lieu  of  her  share  of  the 
principal  and  interest  in  the  residue  of  the  personal 
estate  of  the  said  testatrix :  and  that,  io  the  event  aS  the 
marriage  of  the  Defendant,  Emma  Wynnes  and  after  she 
shall  have  received  the  sum  of  1000/.  out  of  the  prin- 
cipal of  such  residuary  personal  estate,  the  remaining 
principal  of  such  residuary  personal  estate  will  belong 
absolutely  to  the  Defendants,  *CAar2e5  Wyr\ne  and  Anne 
OgiMe.*' 
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ACCOUNT. 

See  PiiEADiNOy  % 
Trust. 


ACCRUBR. 

A  gift  between  grandcbildren 
living  at  the  testator's  deftth>  to 
be  dfyided  between  tbem  on  the 
death  of  the  survivor  of  three 
persons,  with  a  gift  over  to  the 
survivorsi  in  case  of  the  death  of 
any  before  he  should  be  entitled 
to  receive  his  share,  and  to  be 
paid  at  the  same  timei  and  in  the 
same  manner,  as  before  ipentioned 
touching  the  original  share.  The 
gift  over  held  to  apply  to  the 
accruing  as  well  as  to  the  original 
share.    Eyre  v.  Marsden. 

Page  564 
See  Deed,  S. 


ACCUMULATION. 
1.  A  testator  gave  the  residue  of  his 
property  to  R.  5.,  the  eldest  son  of 
P.  S.;  and,  fiuling  him,  to  the  next 
and  other  sons  in  succession  of 
P.  S. ;  and,  failing  the  male  chil- 
dren of  P.  S.,  to  the  legatees  named 
in  the  residuary  clause.  And  he 
directed  his  executors  to  apply  the 
dividends  of  his  residuary  property 
to  the  maintenance  of  R.  S»  during 
Ills  minoiity,  and  of  the  other  sons 
in  sucoessioft  of  P»  S.,  in  case  of 
the  death  ti  R.S.  before  attaining 
the  age  of  twenty-one. 

R.  S.  survived  the  testator,  and 
died  an  infant,  and  P.  £.,  who  was 
far  advanced  in  years,  had  no  other 
son. 

The  period  allowed  by  the 
statute  for  the  accumulation  of 
the  income  of  the  residue  having 
expired,  it  was  held  that  the  next 

of 
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of  kiDy  and  not  the  residuary  le 
gateeSy  were  entitled  to  the  income 
of  the  residue,  until  the  contin- 
gency upon  which  the  residue  was 
given,  either  to  a  male  child  of 
P.  &,  or  to  the  legatees  named  in 
the  residuary  clause,  should  be 
determined.  McDonald  r.Bryce. 
Page  276. 

2.  A  testator  gave  SOOCM.  stock  to 
trustees,  in  trust  to  authorise  his 
bankers  to  receive  the  dividends, 
and  invest  the  same  from  time  to 
time  in  the  purchase  of  more 
capital  in  the  same  stock,  to  be 
accumulated  for  so  many  years 
88  M.J.  should  live;  and  after 
the  death  of  M. «/.,  in  trust,  to 
pay  the  dOOO/.  stock,  with  the 
increased  capital  and  accumula- 
tions, to  jR.  T.  and  his  issue. 
And  the  testator,  after  disposing 
of  other  parts  of  his  property, 
gave  the  residue  of  his  personal 
estate  to  R*T»  and  his  issue. 
Twenty-one  years  elapsed  from 
the  death  of  the  testator,  and 
M» «/.  was  still  living. 

Held,  that  the  income  of  the 
SOOOt.  stock,  and  accumulations, 
after  the  twenty-one  years,  and 
until  the  death  of  M. «/.,  was  un- 
disposed of,  and  belonged  to  the 
residuary  legatees.  O'Neill  v. 
Lucas.  SIS 

S.  A  testator  gave  certain  annuities 

.  out  of  his  residuary  estate  to  his 
three  children, "  and  requested  the 
surplus  of  the  annual  income  to 
be  applied  in  accumulation  of  the 
capital  of  his  property,  for  the 
benefit  of  his  grand-children,"  and 


which  was  to  be  divided  between 
them  after  the  death  of  the  survivor 
of  the  testator's  three  children. 
Thirty  years  elapsed  between  the 
death  of  the  testator  and  of  the 
survivor  of  his  children:  Held, 
that  the  direction  for  accumula- 
tion, beyond  twenty-one  years 
from  the  testator's  death,  was 
void  under  the  first  section  of  the 
Thellusson  act,  and  that  the  case 
did  not  come  vnthin  the  exception 
of  the  second  section. 

Held  also,  that  the  void  accu- 
mulations did  not  belong  to  the 
residuary  legatees,  but  that  they 
were  undisposed  of. 

Held,  upon  the  construction  of 
the  terms  of  the  will,  that  such 
part  of  the  void  accumulations  as 
arose  from  the  real  estate  belonged 
to  the  heir  at  law,  and  not  to  the 
next  of  kin. 

The  Thdlusson  act,  which  re- 
stricts the  accumulation  of  pro- 
perty, does  not  operate  to  alter 
any  disposition  in  a  will,  except 
only  the  direction  to  accumulate. 
Striking  that  direction  out,  every 
thing  else  is  left  as  before;  and 
all  the  other  directions  in  the  will, 
as  to  the  time  of  payment,  the 
substitution  of  interest,  or  any 
contingencies,  take  effect  un- 
altered by  t|ie  statute.  E^e  v. 
Marsden.  Page  56^ 

ADMINISTRATION  OF  ES- 
TATE. 

S^e  Practice,  20. 

ADMISSION 
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ADMISSION  OF  ASSETS. 
See  Practick,  9« 

AFFIDAVIT. 
See  Practice,  8. 11. 

AMENDMENT. 
See  Practice,  2. 

ANNUITY. 
See  WiLi.,  9. 

ASSETS. 

See  EXONBRATIOK. 

ATTORNEY. 
See  Practice,  17. 

Solicitor  and  Client,  passim. 

AUCTION  DUTY. 
See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  2. 


BANK  OF  ENGLAND. 

See  Statute,  8,  4. 

BANKRUPTCY. 
See  Forfeiture,  3. 
Power,  1. 
Set-off. 

BEQUEST. 
See  Legacy.  ' 

Set-off. 

Will,  passim. 


CHARITY. 
1.  A  testator,  contemplating  that 
a  fixed  annual  income  of  25tf. 
would  arise  from  the  investment  of 
50(XM.,  which  annual  income  he 
directed  to  be  distributed  by  his 
supervisors  in  the  manner  directed 
by  his  will,  gave  to  his  executors 
and  other  persons  certiun  pro* 
perty,  and  directed  them,  after 
his  death,  to  erect  a  grammar- 
school  for  the  instruction  of  five- 
score scholars;  and  he  ordered 
six  tenements  to  be  built  for  six 
almsfolk,  and  ordained  six  fellow- 
ships and  scholarships  to  be 
founded  in  Caius  Cottege.  He 
then  appointed  the  master  and 
fellows  of  Caius  College  to  b^  the 
supervisors  of  his  will,  and  willed 
that  the  master  and  four  senior 
fellows  should  perform  all  that 
was  appointed  to  be  done  by  the 
supervisors,  and  he  gave  to  the 
master  and  four  senior  fellows  for 
their  pains,  yearly,  the  sums  of 
money  afterwards  appointed  to 
them.  He  then  gave  particular 
sums,  amounting  in  the  whole  to 
24S/«  14f«  Sd.  (among  which  were 
a  sum  of  SL  to  the  master,  and 
SOf.  each  to  the  four  senior 
fellows),  and  he  willed  that  the 
remainder  of  the  2501.  per  annum 
should  be  from,  time  to  time  be- 
stowed in  such  charitable  uses  as 
his  executors  for  their  times,  and 
after,  his  supervisors,  should  think 
fit. 

The  sum  of  SOM^  given  by 
the  willy  was  invested  in  land,  and 

the 
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the  rents  bad  increased  grreatly 
beyond  the  250/.  originally  con- 
templated by  the  testator. 

Hddy  that  the  master  and  four 
senior  fellows  took  the  remainder 
t  of  the  2501*  upon  trust  for  chari- 
table purposes,  exclusive  of  any 
application  of  it  to  their  own 
benefit ;  and  that  they  were  en- 
titled to  a  proportion  of  the  sur- 
plus rents  in  respect  of  the  gift  of 
the  remainder,  pro  raidf  with  the 
other  specified  objects  of  the  tes- 
tator's bounty. 

Principles  upon  which  the  Court 
proceeds  in  the  exercise  of  its 
jurisdiction  over  charitable  found- 
i  ations,  and  in  the  application  of 
relief,  where  the  funds  have  for  a 
long  period  been,  without  corrupt 
intention,  misapplied  by  the  trus- 
tees. 

The  Court  considers  not  only 
the  terms  of  the  gifl,  but  tlie  cir- 
cumstances under  which  the  gift 
was  accepted,  and  the  foundation 
established. 

A  college  is  under  no  obligation 
to  accept  an  accession  to  its 
foundation,  or  any  other  trust ; 
but,,  if  it  does  accept  it  without 
any  arrangement  made  for  a  mo- 
dification at  the  time  of  accept- 
ance, it  is  bound  to  adhere  strictly 
^  to  the  trust. 

If  there  are  questions  upon  the 
original  instrument  of  foundation, 
and  an  arrangement  be  made  at 
the  time  of  Acceptance,  and  it  is 
evidenced  either  by  contempo- 
raneous instruments,  or  even  by 
constant  subsequent  usage,  which 


may  be  considered  m  eMmam  of 
such  arrangement,  th*  Cmml  will 
not  disturb  it*  tk^ugli^M  lis 
view  of  the  orignal 
that  arrangement  was  ia 
not  expedient. 

Where  the  fouaden  of 
table  institutions  b«ve  thmgjUifit 
to  appoint  colleges  ta  ba  I 
of  their  foundations,  tha  < 
not  at  liberty  to 
the  will  of  the  fbaaite.-'iV-^it 
respect,  upon  the  noting  ll^rt, 
when  individoals  aae  iaMi«ea» 
there  is  a  greater  pgntnael  jfe* 
sponsibility. 

Where  there  had  been  gMit 
errors  and  misapplicalioaa  oS  liie 
charitable  funds  coanitled.-l^j 
the  trustees  and  their  prodaaas- 
sors  for  two  centuries,  hit-, at 
corrupt  or  improper  au)ttv#,wvs 
imputed  to  them,  Ibe  Caact  ^ 
fused  to  appoint  new  truiMi; 
and  in  consideration  of  the.gvi^ 
accumulation  of  the  charity  jfifh 
perty,  the  result  of  the  ^re  and 
economy  of  the  trustees,  and  of 
other  qircumstances,  the  Court, 
notwithstanding  the  errors  which 
had  been  committed,  allowed  to 
the  trustees  their  costs  of  the  suit 
out  of  the  funds  which  bad  been 
so  accumulated. 

The  Court  directed*,  <tbat  in 
settling  a  scheme  for  the  grvn- 
mat-school,  liberty  should  be 
given  to  the  Master  to  approve  of 
a  plan  for  adding  instruction  in 
writing  and  arithmetic  to  instruc- 
tion in  grammar,  and  other  ieu^ 
ing  fit  to  be  taught  in  a  grafe&mar- 
scbsflL 
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ne  AUotney'Gtneral  v 
Cmm  College.  Page  150 

%  A  le«telor»  bj  his  will,  dated  in 
Ito  yter  1M6»  devised  lands  upon 
eondtcicm  that,  with  the  rest  of 
the  premises,  the  trustees  therein 
■Mbtlened  should  cause  a  free 
ielMOl  to  be  kept  in  the  village  of 
Jif.  fcp  evermore,  to  the  intent 
(he  children  that  should  be 
brought  up  should  praj  for 

'  Ae  tescater's  soul,  and   for  all 

*  CttrlMimi  soub.  Held,  that  the 
wevds  "  liree  school "  ought  not 

'  to  be  construed  as  if  they  were 
**  free  grammar-school,"  and  that 
tha  rents  and  profits  of  the  devised 
estates  were  applicable  to  all  ele- 
mentary instruction.  The  Attor- 
nef^Geneftti  v.  Jackson,  54>l 

91  It  ii  centrary  to  the  policy  of  the 
nortmahi  acts,  and  to  the  usual 
fraclice  of  the  Court,  to  allow 
ouMiey  belonging  to  a  charity  to 
be  invested  in  land,  even  for  the 
purpose  of  enlarging  the  charity 
The  Attametf'Qeneral  v.  Wilson. 

680 
See  Mortmain,  1,  2. 
Will,  1. 

COLLEGE. 
Bee  Charity,  1. 

CONSIDERATION. 

See  Voluntary  Deed,  1,  2. 
Feme  Covert. 

CONSTRUCTION. 

iSsr  Accumulation,  1,  2,  3. 

Dsu>,  1,  2,  3. 
Vm.  IL 


Devise,  1^  2;  3. 

DOWEB. 

Forveiture,  1,  2. 

Power. 

Practice,  8. 

Principal  and  Surety,  2. 

Set-off. 

Solicitor  and  Client,  L 

Statxtte,  passim. 

Voluntary  Deed,  2. 

Will,  passim. 

CONTEMPT. 
See  Practice,  7* 

CONTRACT. 
See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  2 

CONVERSION. 
See  Power,  3* 

COSTS. 

1.  A  suit  to  administer  an  estate, 
having  been  rendered  necessary 
by  the  form  of  the  will  of  the 
testator,  who  had  blended  his  real 
and  personal  estate  into  one  com- 
mon fund,  the  costs  of  the  suit 
were  directed  to  be  paid,  pro  rata^ 
by  the  heir  and  personal  repre- 
sentatives, out  of  accumulations 
devolving  on  them,  in  consequence 
of  the  directions  of  the  testator  to 
accumulate  having  partially  ex- 
ceeded the  limits  prescribed  by 
the  statute.      Eyre  v.-  Marsden. 

Page  .564 

2.  The  execution  of  a  writ  of  at- 
tachment for  costs  does  not 
deprive  the  party  issuing  it  of 
any  lien,  or  right  of  set-off  he  may 

3  G  possess. 
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possess,  for  the  payment  of  such 
costs.    Baxvtree  v.  Watson. 

Page  713 

See  Pauper. 

Practice,  6.  12. 19. 
Solicitor  AMD  ChiESTipassim* 
Trustee,  !• 

CUMyLATlVE  LEGACY. 

See  Will,  8. 


DECREE. 
See  Practice,  4-. 

DEED.  ^ 
1.  A.  being  entitled  to  a  contingent 
interest  in  1000/.,  being  a  moiety 
of  2000/.,  part  of  a  sum  of 
20,000/.  directed  by  the  will  to 
be  invested,  and  which  was  ac- 
cordingly invested  in  the  3  per 
cent,  consols.,  advertised  it  for 
sale  by  auction,  describing  it  as  a 
reversion  to  1000/.  principal  money 
payable  on  a  contingency,  and 
part  of  a  sum  of  20,000/.  invested 
in  the  3  per  cent,  consols.  The 
interest  having  been  put  up  for 
sale  in  pursuance  of  the  advertise- 
ment, B,  became  the  purchaser ; 
and  by  an  indenture  reciting  the 
bequest,  the  investment  of  the 
legacy,  and  the  purchase  at  the 
sale,  A.  assigned  to  i?.  "  all  that 
sum  of  .1000/.' f/^r/sn^,  being  one 
moiety  of  the  legacy  or  sum  of 
2000/.  bequeathed  by  the  will." 
Held,  that  B.  was  entitled  to 


the  value  of  the  1000/.  in  its  state 
of  investment.    Lucas  v.  Bond. 

Page  136.  496 
.  Held,  upon  the  construction  of  a 
marriage  settlement,  that  under  a 
limitation  **  to  the  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, or  assigns  of  the 
settlor,  to  and  for  his  and  their 
own  use  and  benefit,"  his  execu- 
tors were  not  entitled  beneficially. 
Homes  v.  Homes-  646 

.  Construction  of  a  clause  of  ac- 
cruer •*  in  case  of  any  younger 
son  becoming  an  eldest  or  only 
son." 

An  estate  was  limited  to  A. 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first 
and  other  sons  in  tail ;  and  a  term 
was  created,  for  raising  portions 
for  younger  children,  to  be  in- 
terests vested  in  sons  at  twenty - 
one,  but  payable  afler  the  death 
of  A, ;  and  it  was  provided,  that 
in  case  any  of  the  younger  sons 
should  become  an  eldest  or  only 
son,  his  portion  should  accrue  to 
the  other  children.  A.  had  two 
sons,  B,  and  C,  and  one  daughter ; 
B.  attained  twenty-one,  suffered 
a  recovery ;  whereby  he  destroyed 
C.'s  estate  in  remainder :  B,  died 
in  1807,  leaving  C,  an  infant^  to 
whom  he  devised  the  estate,  for 
his  life.  A.  died  in  1833:  Held» 
that  C.  was  not  entitled  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  portion.  Peacocke 
V.  Pares.  689 

See  Dower. 

Forfbiture,  1. 

Power,  2. 

Principal  Surety,  2. 

Voluntary  Deed,  1,  2. 
DE- 
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DEMURRER. 
See  Municipal  Corporation 
Act- 
Pleading,  S. 

DEVISE. 

I.  A  testator  devised  his  real  estates 
to  his  first  cousin  Thomas  Pearce 
for  life,  and  after  J*.  P.'s  decease, 
he  devised  and  bequeathed  all  hi^ 
real  and  personal  estates  in  trust 
for  such  of  his  relations  of  the 
name  of  Pearce,  being  a  male,  as 
T.  P.  should  by  deed  or  will  ap- 
point ;  and  in  default  of  such  ap- 
pointment, for  such  of  his  relations 
of  the  name  of  Pearce^  being  a 
male,  as  T.  P.  should  approve  of 
or  adopt,  if  he  should  be  living  at 
the  death  of  T.  P.,  and  his  heirs, 
executors,  &c.  And  in  case  T.  P. 
should  not  adopt  any  such  male 
relation,  or  no  such  male  relation 
should  be  living  at  the  death  of 
T.  P.,  then  to  the  next  and 
nearest  relation,  or  nearest  of  kin 
of  him,  the  testator,  of  the  name 
of  Pearce,  being  a  male ;  or  the 
elder  of  such  male  relations,  in 
case  there  should  be  more  than 
one  of  equal  degree,  who  should 
be  living  at  the  testator's  decease, 
his  heirs,  executors,  administra- 
tors, or  assigns,  for  ever. 
.  The  testator  bad  a  brother,  Z. 
p.,  who  had  gone  to  sea,  and  had 
not  been  heard  of  for  many  years ; 
and,  supposing  Z.  P.  to  have  died 
without  issue,  the  nearest  relation 
of  the  testator,  answering  the  de- 


scription in  theultimate  limitation 
at  his  decease,  was  the  tenant 
for  life,  r.  P.  and  next  to  him, 
R.  P.,  the  Plainti£ 

T.  P.  died  without  issue,  and 
without  having  exercised  the 
power  of  appointment  or  adoption 
given  to  him  by  the  will. 

Held,  that  T.  P.  took  under 
the  ultimate  limitation.  Pearce 
V.  Vincent.  Page  230 

.  A  testatrix  devised  to  trustees 
and  their  heirs,  her  copyhold 
dwelling-house,  garden,  and 
ground,  together  with  the  furni- 
ture and  effects  therein ;  and  also 
the  ten  cottages,  and  two  new 
cottages  built  by  her,  with  their 
appurtenances  at  L.,  upon  trust, 
to  pay  the  rents  of  the  said  here- 
ditaments to  her  niece  S,  S.,  the 
wife  of  G.  S.f  or  to  permit  and 
suffer  her  to  use  and  occupy  the 
said  hereditaments  during  her 
life,  to  the  intent  that  the  same 
hereditaments,  and  the  rents,  is- 
sues, and  profits  thereof,  might  be 
for  her  separate  use ;  and  after 
her  decease  to  G.  S,,  for  his  life, 
and  after  his  decease,  to  stand 
possessed  of  the  said  heredita- 
ments, in  trust,  for  such  of  the 
testatrix's  nephews  and  nieces,  of" 
grand  nephews  and  grand  nieces, 
as  jS.  S.  should  appoint;  and  in 
default  of  appointment,  upon  trust 
to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  said 
hereditaments  and  premises,  the 
produce  of  such  sale  to  constitute 
part  of  her  residuary  personal 
estate. 

Held,  that  the  furniture  and 
3  G  2  efiects 
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'    effects  did  not  pass  to  S.  S.j  but 
belonged  to  the  residuary  legatees. 

The  testatrix  gave  certain  free- 
hold and  leasehold  premises  to 
trustees,  in  trust  after  the  decease 
of  M.  L,  to  dispose  of  and  divide 
the  same  unto  and  amongst  her^ 
partners,  who  should  be  in  co- 
partnership with  her  at  the  lime 
of  her  decease,  or  to  whom  she 
.  might  have  disposed  of  her  busi- 
ness, in  such  shares  and  propor- 
tions ^as  her  trustees  should  think 
fit. 

Held,  that  this  was  a  good  de- 
vise to  the  persons  to  whom  it  was 
ascertained  that  the  testator  had 
disposed  of  her  business  in  her 
lifetime. 

In  the  residuary  clause,  *'  and  " 
was  read  **  or,"  to  effectuate  the 
.    plain  intention  of  the  testatrix. 

E.  I.  indorsed  a  promissory 
note  for  2000/.,  and  sent  it  to  S,  S. 
in  a  letter,  whereby  she  gave  the 
same  to  S.  S.,.for  her  sole  use 
and  benefit,  for  the  express  pur- 
pose of  enabling  her  to  present  to 
either  branch  of  her  family  any 
portion  of  the  interest  or  principal 
(^  thereoOf  as  she  might  consider 
most  prudent ;  and  in  the  event 
of  the  death  of  S.  S.,  by  that  be- 
quest she  empowered  her  to  dis- 
pose of  the  said  sura  of  2000/.  by 
will  or  deed,  to  those  or  either 
branch  of  the  family  she  might 
consider  most  deserving  thereof. 

Held,  that  this  letter  created  a 
trust,  the  objects  of  which  were 
too  undefined  to  enable  the  Court 
to  execute  It,  and  that  the  2000/. 


formed  pfurt  of  the  .  ^i^aff^/ifj^s 
general  personal  estate.  ShMs 
V.  Sargoh.  Page  255 

S.  Devise  and  bequest  of  freehold, 
leasehold,  copyhoM,  and  1000£. 
stock,  to  d.  JS.  and  C.«  ienfffdumy 
the  said  last-mentioned  freehold 
and  leasehold  messuagesy  t^e- 
ments,  estates  and  prftn^wa,  ^d 
the  1000/.  upon  tr^isl,  f#r,4..- 
Held  that  A.  was  npt  ^Uer^teil  in 
the  copyholds,  which  jd^sq^ed 
to  the  customary  heir«       .   >  ^ 

A  testator  gave  real  v^,,^a- 
sonal  estate  to  bis  da^ig^t^,.^.* 
and  to  two  other  persons^  opon 
trust,  to  permit  A.  to  receive  the 
rents  and  interest  for  life,  for  her 
separate  use,  and  after  her  de- 
cease, in  trust,  to  convey  to  her 
heirs,  executors,  &c. :  but,  in  case 
A,  should  marry,  and  have  no 
children,  then  tfhe  'property  to 
belong  to  D, ;  at  in  case  of  his 
decease  before  ^.,  then  to  his 
children;  If  eld,  that  A.  took  an 
absolute  equitable  estate,  with  an 
executory  gift  over,  toD.  and  his 
children ;  and  D.  having  died  in 
the  lifetime  of  ^.,  leaving  no 
children :  Held,  that  A.  "wbs  ab- 
solutely entitled  to  the  property. 
Jackson  V.  Noble,  590 

See  Remoteness. 
Dower. 

Forfeiture,  1, 2. 
'  PoWer,  i.  * 

•    ■  -  .  .(I 

DISCOVERY.    ,     >i 

S^e  PLEADt^G,  i.    '''-'' 

DYING 
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WtlNb  Without  issue. 

, .    .      ^  See  Will,  5.  8. 
i       J  (I   t.,  '. 
N  '    i     DOWER. 

An '  assignment  of  **  all  and  singu- 

'''  lar  the  legacies,  debts,  monies, 

"  diiate,  and  efFects  whatsoever  and 

^'  Virhefesoever,  and  of  what  nature 

*  •  W  'lind  soever,  of  or  to  which 
'"  \r:  JT.i  \h  right  of  his  wife  or  other- 
^''WiiTef,' Was  possessed,"  will  not  pass 

a  claim  of  the  assignor's  wife  to 
'^  *8ower  out  of  the  estates  of  her 
•^  former  husband.    Broton  v.  Mere- 

•  OHh: 


Page  527 


J.   . .  ' 


testator's  estate.     Kent  v.  Picker- 


ing. 


Pagel 


i  I'l 


ESTATE. 

'•*    '  iSiwDEviflB,  3. 

•   '  Will,  10. 

ESTATE  FOR  LIFE. 
Set  Will,  4.  9. 

EVIDENCE. 
Sfe  Practice,  8. 

EXCEPTION. 
See  Practice,  16. 

EXECUTOR. 

One  of  two  executors  has  a  right, 
to  retain  his'own:^  debt  out  of  a 
balance  due   f^ov^    bpth   to  the 


See  Deed,  2.    ' 
Notice. 
Pleadii90|  2* 
Practice,  9. 

EXONERATION. 

A  testator  devised  his  freehold,  cus- 
tomary freehold,  copyhold,  and 
leasehold  estates  for  the  benefit  of 
his  seven  children ;  and  he  gave 
his  remaining  personal  estate  to 
Jf.,  exonerated  from,  his  debts  ; 
and  he  declared  that  his  freehold, 
customary  freehold,  and  copyhold 
estates,  should  be  the  primary 
fund,  and  that  his  leaseholds  should 
be  the  secondary  fund'  for  the 
payment  of  his  debts.  Joseph^ 
one  of  the  children,  died  in  the 
testator's  lifetime,  whereby  his 
share  lapsed :  Held,  as  between 
the  heir  at  law  and  the  next  of 
kin  of  Joseph,  and  the  residuary 
devisees  and  legatee  under  the 
will  of  the  testator,  that  the  share 
intended  for  Joseph  of  the  free- 
hold, copyhold,  and  leasehold 
estate,  was  to  be  applied  in  the 
same  order  and  manner,  and  to 
the  same  extent  as  if  Joseph  had 
survived,  and  that  the  heir  and 
next  of  kin  of  Joseph  were  re- 
spectively entitled  to  what  re- 
mained after  such  application. 
Fisher  v.  Tisher.  '  610 
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FEME  COVERT. 
A  bond,  and  all  sums  of  money  re- 
coverable in  respect  thereof,  were 
assigned  to  trustees,  in  trust  for 
such  intents  and  purposes,  and 
such  person  or  persons  as  E,  P.,  a 
married  woman,  should  direct  or 
appoint;  and,  in  default  of  ap- 
pointment, for  her  separate  use. 
£,  P.  afterwards  appointed  her 
interest  in  the  bond  to  certain 
persons,  in  order  to  indemnify 
them  in  case  they  should  not  be 
able  to  recover  the  whole  of  a 
sum  appropriated  by  her  husband, 
who  was  their  solicitor,  and  for 
no  other  consideration  appearing 
upon  the  deed. 

Held,  that  this  was  an  executed 
trust,  to  which,  though  without 
consideration,  the  Court  would 
give  effect ;  -  and  that  the  ap- 
pointees were  entitled,  as  repre- 
senting E.  P.'s  interest  in  the 
bond,  to  file  a  supplemental  bill 
to  have  the  benefit  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  a  suit  instituted  for 
the  purpose  of  having  that  interest 
ascertained  and  declared,  and 
which  had  become  defective  by 
the  bankruptcy  of  E.  P/s  htis- 
band.      Collinson  v.  Pattrick. 

Page  123 

FORFEITURE. 
1.  By  a  marriage  settlement,  the 
property  of  the  intended  wife  was 
vested  in  trustees,  on  trust,  as  to 
the  real  estate,  to  pay  the  rents 
to  the  intended  wife  for  her  life  ; 
and,  after  her  decease,  to  pay  the 


same  to  R.  S^  the  intended  hus- 
band, until  he  should  become 
bankrupt  or  insolvent,  or  a  com. 
mission  of  bankrupt  should  issae 
against  himi  or  he  should  take  the 
benefit  of  an  act  for  the  relief  of 
insolvent  debtors,  or  he  Should 
sell,  alien,  charge,  or  iDcumber 
the  rents  and  profits  byway  of 
.  anticipation,  or  attempt  or  agree 
so  to  do,  or  should  die,  which  ever 
of  the  said  events  should  first 
happen ;  and  from  and  after  the 
happening  of  any  one  of  the  said 
events,  upon  trust  for  the  chil- 
dren of  the  marriage ;  and  in  de- 
fault of  issue  of  the  marriage,  or 
of  issue  of  the  intended  wife, 
over. 

The  marriage  took  effect,  and 
there  was  no  issue  of  the  marriage. 
The  husband,  R.  S.^  survived  his 
wife,  and  made  several  attempu 
in  his  lifetime  to.  raise  money  bj 
sale  or  mortgage  of  the  property 
comprised  in  the  .settlementi  but 
was  prevented  from  effecting  auch 
sale  or  charge  by  reason  of  the 
language  of  the  settlement : 

Held,  that  a  person,  entitled  to 
an  interest  in  property,  subject  to 
such  a  liifnitation  over,  may  make 
inquiries,  and  take  advice  whether 
he  may  sell  or  not,  and  do  acts 
indicative  of  his  wishes  on  the 
subject,  without  giving  effect  to 
the  limitation  over.  Jones  "v,  JVifi^- 
Page  2S5 
2.  A  testator  devised  an  estate  in 
Denbighshire,  to  his  son  J*  ^^^ 
life,  with  remainder  to  B.  for  life 

&c.y  and  declared,  that  if  A-  *o"^^ 

not| 
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not,  within  eighteen  months  after 
he  should  become  entitled  to  cer- 
tain other  estates  in  Carnarvon, 
sell  them,  and  pay  the  charges  on 
the  first  estate,  then  the  devise  to 
him  should  cease.  A,  became  en- 
titled to  the  second  mentioned 
estates  in  18H;  and,  under  an 
agreement  with  B.,  he  did  not 
sell  them,  but  incurred  a  forfeiture, 
B,  undertaking  to  re-grant  the 
estates,  during  their  joint  lives,  at 
a  rent  of  350/.  This  was  effected, 
and  A.  remained  in  possession. 
The  mother  of  A.  and  B.,  in  1818, 
by  her  will,  gave  certain  benefits 
to  B.  and  his  sisters,  and  directed, 
that  whenever  either  of  them 
should  come  into  possession  of 
the  estates  in  Denbigh,  his  interest 
in  her-  property  should  cease. 
After  the  death  of  the  mother,  it 
was  held,  that  B.  had  come  into 
possession  within  the  meaning  of 
her  will,  and  that  his  interest  in 
his  mother's  property  had  ceased. 
Wynne  v.  Wynne.  Page  778 

.  Held,  tliat  a  bequest,  subject  to 
a  clause  of  forfeiture,  in  case  the 
legatee  should  mortgage,  charge, 
sell,  or  expose  to  sale,  assign,  or 
encumber,  was  not  forfeited  by 
the  bankruptcy  of  the  legatee. 
Whitfield  V.  Prickett.  608 

FREE  SCHOOL. 
See  Charity,  2. 


GUARDIAN  AND  WARD. 
See  Trust. 


HEIR. 


GRAMMAR  SCHOOL. 
See  Charity,  !>  2. 


A  person  domiciled  in  England,  who 
was  indebted  in  money  upon  bond, 
died  intestate,  leaving  real  estate 
in  Scotland,  and  the  bond  debts 
were  paid  by  the  heir  out  of  tlie 
produce  of  the  real  estate  in 
Scotland, 

Held,  that  the  right  of  relief  or 
demand  against  the  personal  es- 
tate, which  by  the  law  of  Scotland 
is  given  to  the  heir  who  has  paid 
moveable  debts,  is  capable  of 
being  made  available  in  England, 
where  the  personal  estate  is  the 
primary  fund  for  the  payment  of 
all  debts.  The  Earl  of  Winchel- 
sea  v.  Garetty.  Page  293 

See  Accumulation,  3. 

exoneratiok. 

Pauper. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

See  Pleading,  1. 

Power,  2. 


INFANT. 

Where  a  decree  had  been  made  in 

two  suits,  framed  for  the  purpose 

of   administering    the    testator's 

personal  estate  only,  and  the  de- 

3  G  4  visee 
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,^,  irisee.of  the  real  estate  wa»  an 
infant;i  n  ftiat  by  mortgagees,  for 
V,  tbe  purpose  of  realising  their  se- 
eu  cyrity^by  a,  sale  of  the  raortgsiged 
3^ ,  jpp:^i^eis^  was  properly  institu^d. 
,^]      Xa  A,  8ui(  finr  realising  a  mort* 
']  .  gage  security,  where  the  devisee 
,„  or  ^evr  el*  the  nortgagor  is  an 
. .  iafiint,  >tbe  Court  usually .  directs 
].  ,,^1  refeire^e  to  the  Master  to  in- 
quire wbetber  a  sale  of  the  mprt-» 

*  goged  premises  will  be  for  the 
benefit  *of  the  infant;  but,  where 
it  is  olear  that  such  sale  will  be 
for  th&  infaat's  benefit,  the  Court 
wiU  direet  a  sale  an  tfte  first 
insMce.     Davis  v.  Daxvding, 

,      Page  245 
See  Statute,  5. 

INJUNCTION. 

Injunction  granted  to  restrain  the 
Defendant  from  running  an  omni- 
bns  laving  upon  it  such  names, 
words,  and  devices  as  to  form  a 

^  colourable  imitation  of  the  words, 
'"  lUtmQS,  and  devices  on  the  omni- 

•  '  buses  of  the  Plaintifik  Knott  v. 
^  'Morgan.  €13 
-1" 

'     INTEREST. 

,  See  Logo  Parentis. 
Mortgage. 

Principal  and  Surety^  2. 
Will,  6v 

INTERNATIONAL  LAW. 
See  Heir. 


JURISDIC7;jO>J,  .     . 
See  Practice  4«  IS4    u   >       ) 

VENDOR  AlfO  P-ifMH^SMiS. 


LACHES. 

See  Tfttrstv  -^        ' 

LEGACY,  SPECIFIC. 
A  testatrix  bequeathed  and  sp- 
pointed  1800/.  consols  and  BOtf. 
long  annuities,  ai^  a)!  monies 
over  which  she  had  the  power  of 
appointment  under  a  particular 
deed,  and  all  the  residue  of  her 
personal  estate,  upon  ceruun 
trusts :  Held,  that  the  gift  of  the 
consols  and  long  annuities  wss  spe- 
cific. Kamp/yf.  J&n6M.      Page  756 

Seehoco  FaushjW 
Practice,  9. 

LEGACY,  DUTY. 
See  Will,  II. 

See  Solicitor  and  Client,  5- 

LIMITATION. 

See  Deed,  2. 
Devise,  3^ 
Will,  9,  10. 

LIB  PENDENS. 
See  Pleading,  4^ 

LOCO  PAEENTJ&       1 

A  testator  became  bound  t^i^^^ 

parish  .for   the  s«pp<»t ;  ^ff  ^ 

ille- 
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illegitimate  child  of  his  son,  and 
he  made  weekly  payments  until 
hiB  death:  Held,  that  lie  had 
■(  placed  himself  in  loco  parentis, 
and  that  interest  was  payable  from 
the  testator's^  death  on  a  legacy 
given  by  him  to  the  child,  though 
made  payable  on  attaining  twenty- 
one.    Rogers  v*  Soutten. 

Page  598 

/>:  •* 


11 ' 


iWAlJrrENANCE. 
"  See  Will,  7. 

MISJOINDER. 
See  Pljeadxng,  I. 

-  :  MISTAKE. 

See  ¥bndor  a>id  Purchas£r,  1. 

MONEY. 

See  Will,  2. 

MORTGAGE. 
Rule  ^as    to    the    computation    of 
subsequent    interest,    where    the 
amount  of  the  principal,  interest 
and  costs,  due  upon  a  mortgage, 
has  been  found  by  the  Master's 
report.    Bretoin  v.  Austin,      211 
See  Infant.. 
StatutIi  5. 

MORTMAIN. 

It  is  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the 

'* 'mortmain    act   to    permit  testa- 

'  nientary  gifts  of  money  to  be  laid 


oat  on  land,  as  an  iiidiitement  to 
draw  land  into  mdrtmaSn.' 

A  testator  gave  Hh^  'Wiidtfi  of 
his  personal  estate  to  his  e^edutors 
and  other  persons,  with'a'ttf^est 
that  they  would  be'pleSt^d  to 
entreat  the  lord  of  the  mioidt  of 
Devonpori  to  graht  Ik  9po»t>  of 
ground  suitable  for  the  erection 
of  dwellings  to  be  appropta-ibted 
to  a  charitable  purpose.    ' 

Held,  that  the  bequest  did  not 
clearly  exclude  a  purchase  of  the 
land ;  and  that,  even  if  it  did,  it 
was  void  under  the  statute  of 
mortmaio*    Mather  v.  Scott* 

¥ngen2 
See  Charitt,  S. 

MOTION. 
See  pRACTiCB,  16. 

Solicitor  and  Client,  1. 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIQN 
ACT. 

Demurrer  to  an  information^  seek- 
ing relief  against  the  corporation 
of  PoolCf  and  the  person  who 
had  been  town  clerk  before,  the 
passing  of  the  municipal  cor- 
poration act,  in  reject  of  the 
compensation  awarded  .  by  the 
council  to  such  town  cl^k  under 
the  provisions  of  that  act»  allowed. 
The  Alt ornei^' General  y.  The  Cor- 
poration of  Poole.  190, 


NEW   ORDERS  (1837). 
&ee  Practicr,  3.  13^  18. 

NEXT 
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NEXT  OF  KIN. 

See  Accumulation,  3. 
Exoneration. 


NOTICE. 

A.,  one  of  several  executors,  who 
alooe  acted,  took  an  assign, 
ment  of  his  son's  interest  in  the 
residuary  estate  of  the  testator, 
as  a  security  for  advances  made 
by  A.  to  his  son,  without  giving 
notice  of  the  assignment  to  his  co- 
executors.  Afler  the  death  of  A. 
and  the  institution  of  a  suit  by  a 
surviving  executor  for  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  testator's  es- 
tatC)  the  son  assigned  the  same 
interest,  without  notice  of  the 
prior  assignment,  for  valuable 
consideration  to  B.,  who  gave 
notice  of  his  assignment  to  the 
surviving  executor:  Held,  that 
the  knowledge  which  one  of  se- 
veral executors  has  of  an  assign- 
ment made  to  himself  by  a  legatee 
is  not  sufficient  to  prevail  against 
a  subsequent  assignee  of  the  same 
interest  who  gives  notice  to  a  sur- 
viving executor,  and  that  the  as- 
signment to  B,  was  consequently 
entitled  to  priority.  Timson  ^. 
Ramsbottom,  Page  S5 


PARTIES. 
See  Pleading,  1.  4*. 


PARTNER. 
See  Pleading,  2. 
Trust. 

PAUPER. 
The  general  rule  is,  that  a  party 
who  sues  or  defends  tJt  forma 
pauperis  shall  have  only  such 
costs  as  he  has  paid  or  become 
liable  to  pay ;  but  the  Court  has 
a  discretion  in  each  case. 

An  heir  at  law,  defending  in 
Jbrtna  pauperis,  in  a  suit  to  establish 
a  will,  was  held,  under  the  circum- 
stances, to  be  entitled  only  to 
pauper  costs.  Stafford  v.  Higgin' 
botham.  Page  147 

See  Practice,  12. 14. 

PETITION. 
See  Solicitor  and  Client,  1. 

PIRACY. 
See  Injunction. 

PLEA. 
See  PLEADiifo,  4. 

PLEA  OF  SETTLED  ACCOUNT. 
See  Pleading,  2. 

PLEADING. 

1.  Demurrer,  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
joinder of  Plaintiffs,  to  a  bill  by 
husband  and  wife  and  their  infant 
children,  by  the  husband  as  next 
friend,  for  the  administration  of 
the   estate   of  a  testator  under 

whose 
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whose  will  the  wife  was  entitled 
to  separate  estate,  allowed;  and 
leave  given  to  amend  the  bill  by 
inserting  a  next  friend  for  the 
wife  and  infant  children,  and 
making  the  husband  a  Defendant. 
Wake  V.  Parker.  Page  59 

.  A  bill  was  filed  by  residuary 
legatees  against  the  executor  and 
surviving  partner  of  the  testator, 
for  an  account  of  the  partnership 
transactions.  It  charged  that  an 
unfair  valuation  of  the  partnership 
stock  had  been  made  by  a  clerk 
of  the  surviving  partner ;  and  that 
there  was  no  settled  account  be- 
tween the  Defendant,  or  that,  if 
any,  the  same  was  fraudulent  and 
collusive.  The  Defendant,  the 
surviving  partner,  pleaded  a  settled 
account  with  the  executor  to  the 
whoie  bill,  except  such  parts  there- 
of as  were  comprised  in  his  answer 
in  support  of  the  plea,  and  by 
which  he  denied  any  fraud  or  col- 
lusion whatever :  Held,  first,  that 
the  plea,  being  to  part  of  the  relief 
and  part  of  the  discovery,  instead 
of  to  the  whole  of  the  relief  and 
part  of  the  discovery,  was  irre- 
gular in  point  of  form,  but  leave 
was  given  to  amend;  secondly, 
that  the  Defendant  was  not  bound 
to  set  forth  the  settled  account, 
or  aver  that  he  had  delivered  up 
the  vouchers  to  the  executor; 
and,  lastly,  that  though  the  charge 
of  an  unfair  valuation  of  the  part- 
nership stock  was  not  expressly 
denied  by  the  answer,  the  plea 
did  not,  therefore,  cover  too  much, 
as  such  a  valuation  might  have 


been  admitted  consistently  with  a 
just  final  account. 

The  case  oCBowshery,  Waikins 
does  not  establish  the  general 
proposition,  that  in  every  case  a 
bill  may  be  filed  against  an  exe- 
cutor and  the  surviving  partner 
of  the  testator,  without  charging 
and  proving  fraud  or  collusion  be- 
tween them.  Davies  v.  Daxnes. 
Page  534 

3.  The  Plaintiff  by  his  bill  sought  to 
set  aside  an  agreement,  entered 
into  by  him  with  the  Defendant, 
for  the  purchase  of  the  secret  of 
a  process  of  manufacture,  on  the 
ground  of  fraud ;  and  of  the  De- 
fendant possessing  no  such  secret. 
By  the  agreement,  as  stated  in  the 
bill,  neither  of  the  parties  were  to 
divulge  the  secret.  The  Defend- 
ant demurred  to  such  of  the  inter, 
rogatories  of  the  bill  as  sought  a 
discovery  of  the  nature  of  the 
secret,  and  he  answered  the  re- 
mainder of  the  bill,  denying  all 
fraud,  and  insisting  on  the  exist- 
ence of  the  secret  process :  Held, 
that  the  Defendant  was  bound  to 
discover  the  nature  of  the  secret. 
Carter  \.  Goetze.  581 

4.  Where  a  Plaintiff  sets  down  a 
plea  of  lis  pendens  for  argument, 
he  admits  that  the  tWo  suits  are  for 
the  same  matter,  and  the  plea  will 
be  allowed,  unless  defective  in  its 
form. 

If  the  Plaintiff  does  not  in  the 
case  of  a  plea  of  lis  pendens  obtain 
an  order  of  reference  to  the  Master 
to  inquire  whether  the  two  suits 
are  for  the  same  matter,  the  De- 
fendant 
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fendant  may,  after  a  month,  dis- 
'  miss  the  bill. 

On  the  allowance  of  a  plea  to 

the'irholebill^  the  cause  is  not  out 

of  court  until  a  subsequent  order 

'  has  been  obtained  dismissing  it. 

'  '  With  some  except{on8  as  to  costs, 

'   the  proceedings  in  the  Court  of 

'  Exchequer  on  the  allowance  of  a 

plea  are  substantially  the  same  as 

in  this  Court.    Tarleton  v.  Barnes. 

Page  632 

5.  Parties  entitled  to  one  fourth  of 

an    ascertained   fund,  Tested  in 

trustees,  held  entitled  to  sue  for 

their  one  fourth  share,  without 

making  the  parties  entitled  to  the 

other  three  fourths  parties  to  the 

suit.    Hutchinson  v.  Ttnonsend. 

675 
See  Municipal  Corporation  Act* 

PORTION. 
See  Deed,  3. 

POWER. 
'1.  A.f  by  his  marrriage  settlement, 
' '    bonveyed  his  real  estates  to  trus- 
'  '   tees  and  their  heirs,  to  the  use  of 
-      himself  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
'the   same    trustees,  to  preserve 
'    contingent  uses;   and   after  the 
dedth  of  A.  to  other  trustees  for 
"  a  term  of  years,  to  secure  a  join- 
ture for  his  wife,  with  remainder 
to  the  use  of  such  children  of  the 
marriage  as  the  faonbaBd  and  wife 
jointly,  and  inidcrfault  of  a  joint 
appointment^  the  aarviiror  of  them 
should  appoint,  with  remainder, 
in  default  of  any  appointment,  to 


all  and  every  the  sons  and  daugh- 
ters of  the  marriage  living  b,V  the 
death  of  the  survivor  of  the 
husband  and  w]&»  and  the  ^thildrea 
(also  living  at  such  period)  cf  aitch 
sons  and  daughters  as  shouId.be 
then  dead,  in.  equal  aharea,  as 
tenants  in  common,  with  remainder 
to  the  right  heira  of  the  settlor. 

Ab  became  bankrupt  b^re  he 
had  made  any  appoiniiaent.  A^^er 
his  bankruptcy  he  and  his  wife 
executed  a  deed,  purportiag  4#  be 
a  joint  appointment;  and,  after  ihe 
death  of  the  bankrupt,  and  cub- 
sequently  to  the  filing  of  the  bill, 
his  widow  executed  a  deed,  pur- 
porting to  be  ab  appointment  to 
the  same  children  in  whose  &voar 
the  joint  appointment  had.  been 
made. 

Held,  that  the  joint  power  was 
destroyed  by  the  bankruptcy,  and 
that,  the  contingent  limitation  to 
the  children  in  de&ult  of  appoint- 
ment having  failed  lor  want  of  a 
particular  estate  of  freehold  to 
support  it,  the  appointment  by  the 
surviving  wife  was  invalid*  Hale 
V.  EscotL  Page  444 

.  A  power  of  appointing  a  fimd 
between  A.y  JS.t  and  C.  is  <  well 
executed  by  an  appointment  be- 
tween A.f  B.f  and  the  husband  of 
C;  but  an  appointment  to  such 
husband  of  a  share  of  the  /EVind, 
after  deducting  therefroBi  a. debt 
due  to  the  appointor,  i»an  invalid 
exocution  of  the  power,  so  far  as 
regards  the  direction  to  deduct. 

A   power    to    appoint;  among 

children,  <<  subject  to  s«ob:ff^gu- 

..„.,Jrtions 
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lattoDS  and  directions  with  regard 

to  the  settling  the  shares  in  trust 

for  their  separate  use,  and  with, 

under,  and  subject  to  soch  powers, 

provisoes,  conditions,   and  other 

restrictions  and  limitations  over 

'  (sach  limitations  over  being  for 

the  benefit  of  sonfe  or  one  of 

'  them),"   does  not    authorise    an 

'appointment  to  grandchildren. 

A  widow,  having  a  power  of 

''  appointing  a  fund  amongst  her 

'    children,  by  her  will  appointed 

shares  to>  certain  of  her  children, 

'    for  life,  with  remainder  to  their 

^children ;  and  in  case  any  of  her 

children  died  in  he/  lifetime,  she 

>  gave  the  share  to  his  or  her  issue ; 

>  '  and  in  case  there  should  be  no 

issue,  the  survivors  of  ^.'s  children 
'i   were  to  take:  Held,  that  the  ap- 
pointment to  the  grandchildren 
was  void,  but  that  the  alternative 
- '    gift  over  to  the  surviving  children, 
'     in  case  any  died  in  the  testatrix's 
?rfetime  without  issue,  was  valid. 
Hecoitt  v.  Lord  Daere.    Page  622 
3;  A   testator  gave   to  his   widow, 
**  for  the  benefit  and  advantage  of 
his  children,'*  power  of  selling  his 
Woodfoot  estate.    By  a  codicil  he 
expressed  himself  (in  efifect)  thus: 
"  I  do  empower  my  wife  to  sell 
'  all  ftiy  estates  whatsoever,  and  the 
'     money  arising  from    such    sale, 
together  with  my  personal  estate, 
'      she  my  said  wife  shall  and  may 
divide  and  proportion  among  my 
said  children  as  she  shall  think 
fit  and  proper,    or   as  she  shall 
direct  by  will."    The  estate  was 
'    tieither  sold    nor    appointed    by 


the  widow:  Held,  that  a  tr^st 
for. the  children,  was  created  by 
the  will,  and  that  they  w^re<  en- 
titled equally. 

Held  also,  that  the  direction  to 
sell  operated  as  a  conversioiv'  of 
the  Teal  estate,  and  that  the  shares 
of  those  children  who  were  dead 
devolved  on  their  representatives 
as  personalty.  Grieveson  v.  Kir^ 
sopp.  Page  653 

4.  A  real  estate  was  vested  in  trus- 
tees, on  trust,  to  convey  to  the 
cestui  fue  trust  at  a  particular 
period ;  and  a  power  of  sale  was 
given  to  the  trustees  *<  during  the 
continuance  of  the  trust."  The 
trustees  having  neglected  to  con- 
vey at  the  period  stated:  Held, 
that  they  could  not,  after  that 
time,  execute  the  power  of  sale, 
though  the  trusts  still  continued. 

A  testator  devised  his  real  es- 
tate, as  to  one  fifth  part  thereof, 
to  trustees  in  fee,  on  trust  to  pay 
the  income  to  his  son  William  for 
life,  and  after  his  deadi  to  convey 
it  to  fVilliam'a  children;  and  as 
to  another  fifth,  to  apply  the  in- 
come towards  the  maintenance  of 
the  testator's  daughter,  until  she 
should  attain  twenty<^ve  .or,  be 
married;  and  on  her  attaining 
twenty-five,  if  unmarried,  to  con- 
vey the  same  to  her,  but  if  she 
should  marry  before  that  age, 
then  ta. settle  it  in  a  particular 
way.  The  testator  then  gave  to 
his  trustees  a  power  of  selling  the 
property  "  during  the  lifetime  or 
widowhood  of  his  wife,  or  at  any 
time  afterwards  during  the  con- 
tinuance 
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tinuance  of  the  trusts  by  his  will 
reposed."  The  widow  and  Wil- 
liam died,  and  the  daughter  at- 
tained twenty-one  and  married, 
but  no  conveyance  had  been  made 
by  the  trustees  t  field,  that  the 
power  of  sale  could  not  then  be 
exercised  by  the  trustees,  for 
though  the  trusts  still  **  con- 
tinued," yet  they  continued 
through  the  neglect  of  the  trus. 
tees  to  convey,  an<|  not  in  the 
way  contemplated  by  the  testa 
tor.  Woody.  White.  Page  664 
5.  One  having  a  power  of  appointing 
a  fund  amongst  her  children,  or 
remoter  issue,  appointed  a  sum 
to  one  of  her  children  absolutely, 
and  then  attempted  to  limit  it 
over  to  the  unborn  children  of 
such  child.  The  appointment  to 
the  grandchildren  being  too  re- 
mote :  Held,  'that  the  prior  abso- 
lute gift  to  the  child  was  eff*ec- 
tual.     Kampfv.  Jones.  756 

PRACTICE. 

1 .  A  case  laid  before  counsel  was 
excepted  in  an  order  for  the  pro- 
duction of  documents,  the  Court 
considering  itself  bound  by  the 
decision  upon  the  authority  of 
which  the  case  was  held  to  be 
privileged,  but  expressing  dissent 
from  that  decision.  Nias  v.  The 
Northern  and  Eastern  Railway 
Company.  76. 312. 

2.  The  Plaintiff  obtained  an  order 
to  amend,  without  requiring  a  fur- 
ther answer,  amending  the  De- 
fendant's office  copy.  The  amend- 
ments  required  a  new   engross- 


ment, and  the  Plaintiff,  without 
having  called  on  the  Defendant 
for  his  office  copy,  paid  dO».  costs 
for  the  amendments,  which  were 
accepted  by  the  Defendant's. 
clerk  in  Court,  and  after  eight 
days  filed  his  replication. 

The  acceptance  by  the  De- 
fendant's clerk  in  Court  of  the 
costs  of  the  amendments  was  a 
waiver  of  the  Plaintiff's  omission 
to  call  for  the  Defendant's  office 
copy ;  and  a  motion,  on  the  part 
of  the  Defendant,  for  leave  to 
answer  notwithstanding  the  repli- 
cation, was  refused,  but  without 
costs.    Bostoell  v.  Tuekkr. 

Pftge  188 

3.  Where  the  decree  made  by  the 
Vice-Chancellor,  and  an  order 
upon  petition  in  the  cause  was 
afterwards  made  by  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  reserving  the  cosu  of 
the  petitioners,  the  reservation  of 
costs  does  not  give  authority  to 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  to  hear  a 
petition  in  the  cause  presented 
after  the  20th  of  May  1837;  but 
such  petition  must,  under  the 
new  orders,  be  heard  by  the 
Vice-Chanccllor.  Senior  v.  Wilks. 

210 

4.  A  decree  nisi  was  taken  against 
a  Defendant,  who  did  not  appear 
at  the  hearing.  Judgment  was 
pronounced  by  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  afler  his  appointment  to  the 
office  of  Lord  Chancellor»by  con- 
sent of  all  the  parties  to  the  cause 
except  the  Defendant  and  another 
party  who  did  not  appear  at  the 
hearing.      The  Defendant  could 

only 
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only  shew  cause  against  the  decree 
nisi  by  setting  down  the  cause  to 
be  heard  against  him ;  and  a  peti- 
tion to  stay  proceedings  to  make 
the  decree  absolute,  on  the  ground 
of  his  being  no  party  to  the  con- 
sent to  have  the  cause  decided  by 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  af^er  he 
became  Lord  Chancellor,  was  dis- 
missed with  costs.  Moore  v. 
Frotod.  Page  242 

5.  A  bill  having  been  dismissed  with 
costs  on  the  non-appearance  of 
the  Plaintiff's  solicitor,  the  cause 
was,  upon  a  petition  supported 
by  affidavit,  ordered,  under  the 
circumstances,  to  be  set  down 
again  to  be  heard  upon  payment 
of  costs  by  the  Plaintiff.  Hale  v. 
Letois.  318 

6.  A  plea  and  answer  were  ordered 
to  stand  for  an  answer,  with  li- 
berty to  the  Plaintiff  to  except ; 
and  the  order  was  silent  as  to 
costs. 

A  motion  to  have  the  costs  oc- 
casioned by  the  plea  and  answer 
taxed,  and  that  the  Defendant 
might  be  ordered  to  pay  the  same 
when  taxed,  was  refused.  Yamall 
V.  Rose.  326 

7.  On  a  motion  made  on  behalf  of  a 
Defendant  who  is  in  contempt  for 
want  of  appearance,  the  Defend- 
ant cannot  be  heard  without  en- 
tering a  conditional  appearance 
with  the  registrar,  to  be  void  if 
the  application  should  succeed, 
and  good,  if  it  should  fail. 

Service  of  bl  subpcena  at  the 
dwelling-house  in  London  of  a 
peeress  of  Scotland,  who  was  ab- 


sent in  Scotland,  and  claimed  to 
be  a  domiciled  Scotchtooman^  was 
held  to  be  good  service ;  and  the 
Cpurt  held,  that  an  order  nisi  for 
a  sequestration  was  regularly  ob- 
Uined,  and  made  absolute,  afler 
personal  notice  of  the  order  nisi, 
,  which  was  served  upon  the  De- 
fendant in  Scotland,  Davidson  y. 
The  Marchioness  of  Hastings. 

Page  509 

8.  In  an  inquiry  in  the  Master's 
office,  the  parties  proceeded  by 
affidavit :  Held,  that  the  Plaintiff 
could  not  use  the  answer  of  one 
Defendant,  by  way  of  an  affidavit, 
as  evidence  against  a  co-Defend- 
ant.   Hoare  v.  Johnstone.        553 

9.  An  executor  denied  assets,  but 
his  answer  disclosed  a  personal 
liability  for  payment  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's legacies.  The  Court  made 
an  order  for  immediate  payment, 
without  directing  the  accounts  to 
be  taken.     Rogers  v.  Soutten, 

598 

10.  The  Defendant  having  failed  to 
appear  at  the  hearing,  the  Plain- 
tiff took  such  decree  as  he  could 
abide  by.  It  aflerwards  turned 
out  that  the  affidavit  of  service  of 
the  subpcena  to  hear  judgment 
was  defective ;  the  Court  refused 
to  reinstate  the  cause,  suggesting 
that  the  proper  mode  was  to  set 
it  down  again  at  the  bottom  of 
the  list.     Evans  v.  Evans.       604 

11.  The  Defendant,  by  his  answer, 
admitted  that  he  had  in  his  pos- 
session certain  documents  relating 
to  the  matters  in  question,  but  he 
stated  that  several  of  them' were 

privileged. 


8l6  iNbEX  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS. 


jprivilejSpa*^    The  PlaintLfif  haviog 

-  mQv^  for  xbe.produ,cUqA  fit  aU 

the    ^9(^me,Qt^,,  the  Court   ^4- 

^^ypi^ted  j^ka  affidavit  tQ  be.re^d  911 

the  fart .  of  ^  the  Defeadaatf.fipe^i- 

tying,  J^i^ich  of  them  w^^ .  P^}i^' 

leged.     Parsons  v.  Robert^Qn*  . 

Page  605 

12.  An  order  to  sue  injbrmdpau" 

peris  is  ineffectaal  until  served; 

and  the  party  obtaining  it  was 

held,  on  that  grotiftd,  liable  to 

li9g..       .,    ..     .,  ........      .,«>6 

IS.  A  suit.wa/|.f;oiiu^n9^d  pr^vioK^ 
to  the,oii4W'l9f  4ft3»7,  APefe^nd- 
ABt  f^)fa^4^.4ii^.a-de9i^i^ 
and  M|t  it  4opa.^,  the  RoU^i 
jUeM,  tl)ftt  the.Qnlipi:s.o€  1837  did 
not;  ^ne  ^tp  the  plaintiff  such  a 
rig(it  of  sfl/^iog  his  Court  aa.  ty 
r^nd^  tJ^^  proceedings  of  the 
Defe^4^t  irregular.  >  Cane  v» 
AfflrtiV'fl  .607 

14;.  It  isivot  .nc^fei^safj  ihat  tbf 
notica  ot..i%f^^  .4^,  a  .paup^er 
abottld  be  aigpefibv  J}ia  ^k  clerk* 

)5k  An  applicatuKV  V>;^^  a  cause 
Up  a  ahflit  .^m^  ^W^f  ^^,  ^^c  |. 
Wtii  afi»f  t  th^  ^tf^ofW.  tp.  ^^*^ 
i»d«iaint.^^jjfi^Wqf,.,  ., 

Whe(e,.pii.ther^^ti^cate.  /^.U^ 
FtaintiS'a  qo^Jj^\^^  ag^i^iiSiiMm 
is  made  at  t^%MikMi^!^» 
cause  aa  a.  sboipv  ^^i^gk^^M 
Defendant^  :Co^9ia^  s^aff9«:'th«$ 
|he  cause  iaJAfft  iiFi^rJIH^m^^ 
a  proper  on«t|^  1^riH^(t|e^i^ba| 
Court  will  M^.gei^i^aig^ijU^fps- 
SHia  oil,  ti^iPpifWp  k^^^j^r^  x>age; 


refuse.  t>ie,  ,sro]ioitWrr.t^ 

GilL    .,. .  .V  »,;   ,i>y»«i 
16*.'  Th«  .^bsiM'^ 
:   Oefandnot's  dafaultMi^ 

dHctiojir  of 

ii*imiftui^ii  flnatainrAiMi  ( 

<?^»BOthy  iinrtj,  Mjiimi|n  ^ 

cate  of  deiaitUfl  iq 

the  propec  caum 

the  Court  tax 

and  take  tba,.c»nftfqmtB  |ft% 

^i«;  and  not.to , 

to  Uie.Maiter'».ceig 

,  ju  JFoife.         .;..«.  »f«<iaf 

17..  id.  and  otlier  pvrtMf  gUJiyd^ 

.  a  (eatator'a  f T*if ff.^  ilP'll'fMii  if 

attorney.  4W<>>At«4J2..1lm#f%tf 

and  nuui^e  tl{^  ¥Wtf  iifiNfr 

p^ajed  a.  •wliMlP'fNlqiii^ 

^  «<'t«(t.<Wil$t>H  lir  NHHil 
,  of  Ui8,,.Hptasrt jtfl  niiTM^imtf 
'  9*^  the  balance  to  ji^t^bJ^i^ 

of  /loeup^ts.^^yg^  ,4ttMi 

^wqentfk  ralating  llf)atl^e||||| 
tor'*  «»tat«,a4^Uted,,t^.(A,M}^ 

land  the  ternn  ?ffffr.<>|It^i'^Hlj(r 
^<^c  4#«ai>«i  l»^a^*«  <t9il»d^ 
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emtm  to  be  heard  in  Eoiier  term; 
Iraf  Ike  iuipanm  toliear  jadgment 
war  Mtoimable  in  Trinify  term : 
IMdt  that  tMi  waa  not  a  com" 
pBuior  idth    the  undertalring, 
BmgM  r*  2%o«pfoii.     Age  762 
Iti  A  tuflt  #aa  inatifiited  agnn«t 
the  ffppraientatiyei  ef  a  testator, 
in  ffMpect  of  a  breach  of  truat ; 
WMfaaHtt  aftenrarda  made 
m  eredilor'a  aoit  against  the 
Ml  vepreaentiCfvef  I  and  an  ac- 
ef  the  debtty  Ac  was  di 
fWiedlorbtttifteD.    ThePUintifF 
ilf  tie  fm  soit  est^lished  his 
fBM%  so  Ar  aa  he  could  in  the 
^   credkof^a    soit,    and   afterwards 
.    brought  en  the  irst  sait  for  hear- 
hig,  when,  there  appearing  a  de- 
-   llcieAcj  of  assets,  he  waived  flir« 
iber  relief,  and  took  the  securities 
'   on  which  the  trvst  fund  had  been 
teiprotMrljr  intested:  Held,  that 
tb«  TUniif  fat  ibe  flrst  suit  was 
^hfed  te  his  costs  oat  of  the 
isseta  In  the  seeend.    CoOeHan 
t.  CwUfi^.  '  774 

Sa  There  wete'  two  suits  brought 
agahist  the  tepresentatites  of  a 
ftetator,  one  a  creditor's  suit  and 
tte  other  fer  a  breach  of  trust. 
the  aocooifts  were  taken  hi  the 
ilM  suit,  and  the  debts,  ftc.  aa- 
'  dfthahed ;  but  the  asseu  Uppeared 
iil'sultcient  to  pay  the  d^ts  in 
/bit,  in  the  event  of  the  didmi 
ei^the  Plabitiff  in  Ae  second  suit 
behig  subfttantiateA; 
»  '-The  Second  cause  not  having 
been  heard»  the  Court  ordered  a 
paH  or  the  assets  to  be  set  apart 
to  answer  the  costs  in  this  seeottd  I 
ftauIL  I 


suit,  and  a  proportionate  pait  of 
the  assets  to  be  reserved  lo 
answer  the  claims  of  the  PlaintUF 
in  the  second  suit,  and  the  residue 
to  be  apportioned  and  paid  to  die 
creditors  in  the  first  suit.  JEBiy- 
tpoW A  V.  NAon.  Ibge  776 

See  Plsadino,  4. 

Solicitor  ahd  CxJXVTa  !• 

Statxtte,  1,  2. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SUEETY. 

1*  A  contractor  undertook  to  per- 
form  certain  works,  and  it  was 
agreed  that  three  fourths  of  the 
work,  aa  finished,  shouhi  be  paid 
for  every  two  months,  and  the  re* 
maramg  one  feortn  upon  the  com- 
pletion of  the  whole  work :  Held, 
that  the  sureties  for  lite  due  per- 
formance of  the  contract  were 
released  firom  their  Bri>ilitj,  by 
reason  of  payments  exceeding 
three  fourths  of  the  work  done, 
having,  without  the  consent  of  the 
sureties,  been  made  to  the  con- 
tractor  before  the  completira  of 
die  whole  work.  CaheH  v.  The 
London  Dock  Company.  6SB  - 

2»  B*  and  C.  were  jointly  bound  aa 
sureties  for  A.;  D.,  the  wife  of 
A*9  charged  her  separate  estate  to 
mdemnify  B.  from  all  losses,  &c. 
The  whole  toss  was  borne  by  B. 
alone,  who  afterwards,  without  the 
coucuirenciB  of  JE/»,  released  C«  his 
c^swecy ;  ReM,  that  D/s  se- 
parate estate  was  tberdby  released 
from  the  mofety  of  the  losses. 

A  deed,  after  reciting  that  A. 

had  agreed  to  charge  certain  pro- 

SH  party 
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perty  wtth  all  suidb  which  B. 
shoald  pay  «l  surety  for  a ' Alrd 
party,  together  with  intereit  on 
all  such  paymentSi  and  all  puch 
costs,  &e^  as  be  migbt  sastatn, 
te.,  proceeded  to  charge  the  pro- 
perty with  the  pajnnent  of  ail -such 
sums,  costs,  &c.,  toc^A  iwierai  as 
qfarefoid:  Held,  that  interest  was 
not  payable  od  the  costs,  drc. ' 

By  the  same  deed,  ^4.  agreed 
that  B.  should  insure  her  life,  and 
that  the  costs  of  such  insurance, 
and  the  payments  for  keeping  the 
same  on  foot,  should  be  paid  out 
of  the  property  charged ;  and  she 
directed  the  trustees  to  make  the 
necessary  payments  for  effecting 
and  keeping  on  foot  the  policies. 
The  trustees  did  not  make  the 
payments,  but  the  policy  was  k^pt 
on  foot  by  B. :  Held,  that  he  was 
entitled  to  interest  thereon  at 
4  per  cent.  Hodgson  v.  Hodgson, 
Page  704 

PRIORITY  OF  INCUM- 
BRANCES. 

&e  Notice. 

PRIVILEGE. 
See  PRACT|C£|  U 

PRODUCTION  OF  PAPERS. 
See,  Pbac:(ic«».  L  ] },,  1 7.  .  i     • 

••      •  ■•  ,  fit:  ».?•>    > ;       I 
■     '  .     .    \i.  ,/    i;    f.   It       ! 


AeTaisursB^l... 


BBCOVSRK:^       - 


See  RsMOTBKBSs. 


.'< 


.  See  Trust;-    -*^^  ' 

REMOT^NESa 
The  trusts  of  a  term,  limited  pre- 
vious to  an.cis^fte  ^il,  for  nusing 
extra  portions  on  the  death  of  a 
party  without  issa^^i^  held  in- 
valid, as  tending  to  a  perpetuity ; 
because,  being^-  ^limited  antece- 
dently to  the  estate  tail,  it  codd 
not  be  defeated  by  a  recovery. 

Two   estates  were  devised  to 

trustees,  for  50Q  years,  with  re- 

majodery  af  to  pp^  e^tc^jt^to  A. 

for  life  ;  with   repainder  to  his 

first  and  other  sons,  in  tail ;  with 

remainder     to     ^.'s     daughters, 

equally,  id  tkll  general ;  with  re- 

ivkhider  t6  jB.,'fbrlifef  wtlh  ^ 

;  maindet  to  >  his   fii^t :  add  *  -•Iber 

.  BOM,  iii  btt;' frith  i^msiiiMM  to 

.  hisidaaghlers^  fi^uplly,  in' tail  ge- 

oeraL     The    6thiei-^  cetat6  was, 

mftfalM  MtfftfMifir^  "SfinUariysettled 

on  Brand  his  i^sue*  ividi  reaiain- 

.  dtf  to  jd.  and  his  issue.    •• 

>  The  trusts  of  the  teem  wisil»de- 
>v  chipedijlobe,toraise:a00il{.>b4ch, 
1  >  fi)jt  (24tmd  J>.,  f^mtAiiiAlmB. 
(liisboiilfd  degarit  «dhi^  life) iwiillout 
•j<  isflte^ [ whereby  Jthe>|8ilDrBiyae  of 
jfAhpfs  t»euU.Jbceome.  entiiiedc^o  '* 
L.ttta  i^eieaMfiSy  tei  raise  nifosther 
w/fuoi  ipe  flOQCV^i  a  pieces.  £md  C. 
and  2^*  ,)t«i.u-»il  biu;  ^jau 

B.  died 
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S*  died  letTiDg  istuey  and  afters 
wards  CLdkdwltb«itlii8ue»wliere^ 
by  the  two  estates  centred  ia  the 
issue  of  B.:  Held»  that  the  truss 
for  nusing  the  further  suom  oI 
900tf.  did  noi  take*  eibct.  CasS 
V.  Droner^  Fsge  764 

RESIDUE. 

See  Will,  7. 

RETAINER. 
See  ExECUTOB,  1. 


SEQUESTRATION. 
See  Pbacticjb,  7« 

8EftjEANT  AT  ARMS. 
See  Statute,!. 

SET-OFF. 

T.  B^  was  indebted  la  C  B^  \M 
sister,  in  the  sum  of  1678^  Hc| 
becaaaebankrupti  and  skortiijafler 
his  bankruptcy  C*B.  made  hei« 
will,  whereby  she  gate  legacies  ot 
6QOL  and  2D0tf  .  to  her  executors^ 
in  trust  to  pay  the  interest  thereol 
(as  to  the  50Gf.  after  the  decease 
of  heir  mother),  to  T.B.  for  hia 
life,  without  power  of  aatioipatton^ 
and  free  from  hisdehts;  and  afteii 

■  his  decease,  Co  pay  Ae  ^inoipalj 
t»  such  persons  aa  he*  should  apt 
poiot,  and  tn  sMhalt  of  appoint-^ 
mantv  to  his  eKtfeaisrs  and  ad- 
wiaimstOCT,  for  hia  and  theiv  own 
use  and  benefit.  ^  • 


T.B.  died  wiiboiit  hamg  -ob- 
tainedhis  certifiaatef  apd  without 
hawing  attempted  t»  mdie  any 
appointment : 

Held,  that  the  exeeUtoM^if  the 
teststrijL  bad  no  lighltose^  oilthe 
debt  doe  from  7.  Ji.  t#  ihs  ttesta- 
trix  against  the  legseies,  bus  that 
the  assignee  of  2\  B*  was  emUled 
to  so  much  of  the  legacies  aa  the 
assets  were  suffioient  te<  pay. 
Cherry  v.  Baulibee.         Page  819 

SHIP. 
See  Vendor  and  PurchaseRj  3. 

SHORT  CAUSE. 
See  Practice,  15. 

SOLICITOR  AND  CLIENT. 

1.  Where  a  solicitor  has  neglected  to 
•take  out  his  certificate,  for  more 
than  a  year,  admission  de  novo  is 
in  no  case  necessary,  (the  words 
**  null  and  vokl,"  as  applied  to  his 
admission  in  the  87  G.  3.  c.  90. 
i.  31.,  being  used  in  a  qualified 
sense,)and  re-admission  will  restore 
him  to  a  capacity  to  practise,  un- 
less he  has  been  guilty  of  some 
fraud  in  procuring  it. 

Whether  re*admission  is  neces- 
sary in  a  case  where  an  attorney 
or  solioitor  has  not  taken  out  his 
certificate,  nor  practised  for  more 
than  a  year  after  his  admission, 
qiiigre. 

A  mothnf  on  behalf  of  a  person 

who  had  obtained  an  order  for  the 

taxation  of  hk  acdioilte's  bills  of 

S  H  2  cosu, 
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costs,  to*au;charge  that    order,       costs,  as  tneTiiunuflroughtto  have 
8fiwiwd}^08AMegtei4llPl»r0Ajl>|at  his  ).iomi4^«^mDMinrtSfl^m-n/<^ 

.3la0d«lil  <bi«rlHU!  i9€  :«MK«f(9Cmf)^el(  I,  (.  ;«laiiit#£  %liC|Mffifir  «l(llBblirP^- 
bdlitih J^^eik)|p>f^J<|cMfin  jOf/jpro  -.  /fi««^>iI5Rfl^i^j^is WV^ t.9  be 
wob|l#jflj^QR>i6»^irWgldwiM^  th'  ^  1  fui3HrilgJ&(<»i|i»tftyg^yJ3fe^  the 
ii9(fCMlV'^q9ifim«^  tiNl«  iHI«))  ^Ui  i«$i)l%i>fffmtj|Rd£ff&t^BHy«tioa 
.V  b«i|^i<ati^.<«q;l||(  So  )i9ff9^^eeii.,  «^.)|e  [l»^i>byothsf2iiA;^siiNi(P^o 
eai^Sitby  petition.  ExptvmGka^'  ( K^^t^e  bill.     ra»WW5i*f^«*- 
.iTiiA»r»*t>iB^|r*Q».:^   lElff^TI  .   ifttmiTf   1   ♦qifiaidnmqoa  A  S^ 
sSt  ¥fteifti^  ^oliMr0r.«tfu«9«/^deK  f,  Tte.  Ji^fi^T^^l^tif HfilJtfmfWMf  ^■^^ 
Juj Jtirw  |i|)»jdQSiA(ili«iiip«pmi]U»i  his      4erfeiefwj«bjl)yk^«H}>%b|M 
iol|SMWIi0s«lii:4»^4ifM^ipajr«ie4.  .   |he{wnjes^',  „irftiw  aisiflcd 
eidtitf  Wibhilbfi&  (»«l£riithfiiQ^i{el]  hai.  rii^    A  suni  w^fqmiii  4vi.^)ifft  the 
U^MJIISW^cti^tditt  ifrj^rrlllMtiw  olr^y^.p4aiBtiC  tp  ;i(^^A^^3«(^d, 
eodBuch  bill,  and  tbi^^^i^ior  ^p  ojT.,  n^An  th«. other  i^a^jj^^Bega^t 
the  deeds  and  papers,  upon  payL.n .was  otH^n^fp^iffL^iJ^Q^ig^  of 
ment  of  tb{Ot(i^[«d  costs,  thoug^  ,,  suitt  H§)4>7^a$:ili^lim  qfithe 
the  costa,haye,^J)een  incurred  in     •  Dt&A^^t'fc^ffiJUqj^ 
respect  of  convejancing  and  other,      eaUef  490  'SS^^q^Hibfo/if^VUte 
general  business,  and  not  in  rej- .  ,,J^^^.4H1)jSiMeilMbf?W»>tiff, 
.  sjiidibftfl^lirosfefcutlonbr defence,,  ^fC 4^cti9g^,^k^99Qg sdM^ble 
of  any  ^tT^-ffclkfa..    In  %  u^^to  him  lwd*ft^3CteftlP*l«»^«*«»- 
MaUero/Rke.  ^^l^.^^A*  fK9/if^K  in  insd  A  W^ 

S.   Where  aJMntiff  brought  ail,c  oI(Jn^ij(jSiK(t>«A<W«fe,tlVpKaO 
action  against  his  solicitor,  and|  ,,^.3^715  ^^,\^,^  ,9/^^  g^^^b  ^,^1^ 

*^l1?te/ W      *'T^  ^^   'ogJ>BcitK>^»fflWO«MJ&J0E. 
respect  of  liis  bills  of  costs,  andi  ^a^«*»iir'xxfjhiiJy/«QjjK^^  - 

under  a  reference  to  arbitration,    ,jx  j ,.,  v  i^  lV^iAjavA  Jfl*  lu 
in  which  ili;k}<itetionsas  to  th^  ,,,,,,.,  r.  .  H^7Vri^!^on  Jud 
»olici(;«i:f4yitef^H)^^;night  hav^.  ^iWe.fiW^P^iH  A^trBirtSffinfff^*' 
been  determined,  failed,  and  thkrirfr?'ft>§esewtf  «4)^d#^ 

^^f'^ff^S'^^!kk^  court^,  H  a«*wi..sr<i»aj*.#afipy«jao'^« 

pbtwned  im  «  «a^^^^  tajc  Mn1»8W«ii'jte)S*9?ftrAf  nlfWl  ftf  ^' 

6islJdftdrtort1>fl¥s*'if^6H'^^ndtfx  ,1,  t|,ffJ^ii)f»tf^jW9|B,„^u94^|i,ti)|(K  his 
have  the  deeds  which  were  in  thfe,  in.^S^i^s^h^^^i^m^^MP^'^ 
possessioiidfAaOBolicitordeliverea  n,i^^  Vh'm^m^mm  feoWP'^e- 

7Mi^*^  TOf,,r^uf^^  tel,W*out,,,,,^yig^<,^,j,,^..,l,.,,,,.^.,g 

nf    I'.'^P^/il*    b»Ti  Mp.   bnn  ,-u./      (        NlfOO.O-^  lo  Ju-jUo  uift  oJ  JniA  ^ 
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'*^'I|^%1rikiDg  out  the"Mift^  Bf  j  i '  te'vrMati<»^  q#thfe  nanlM)<w[yrivi. 

-*'''  edAr2ptee«^tdi'i(M^D«<j4ri4'  *  >«Mi»tlW«  ^mmmtVP^Sifitmd 
~''l»c»^  nmtf>a4^»'W''^-'»:  4<'l-'ihW«thM-Metil«e]Utib|ifbtiMhu>k. 

^<^  i}m'M»>-Avbsiiitmtii<mi^h«4o-''y^"titi  'ii^«Afoa'«M«9t^ted 

'*■'}  ^clM»"<JtIal«»tlk|i«be>«itMtioi  'f^  tfd(:b»dttogi;^^:agtii4fl94lfexSl»»'oit 

-*«''%VMWfe«^'*'i"'^  -'i  •'  •  Ptige'SlI  !"  8hm*'K  ■  »  .:i-.^r>.;7dplnfi466 
^^  A  copartnership,  conltottng  of  S<  ¥MIl  fV.tvV.47i'>iainime!>em- 
-"'  1aQW%UBfi4t)i')ferk)rM,  and  oairy  '  p«iw«r  ttie  GMiftv'  «»«i')lat^  Ae 
<'!>=>1tigd(|«{ii{H^j:tiMk'!6r'bi6in«k  of  '  b«n<^j«f)tlw4n<i«>lle|»i  W^Gbrect 
bankers  within  tb«  ^isttiw^  of  i-'litflQr^t^K^llifiNtf^MMnifor 
»'!'  ffifl^flvti  ^6«IM>?«tt  London,  ca»-  <•'>  playiiidiit(ll>f>^lta9  iodUtkl^  liebU 
<(>n%*<,"ttkr«i»iAe^&  4' flr.  4.  c.98^o  it»i%Mtii-i4i>-4t  iiUJtoJioiMiKUn* 
luiiI^o(|;^i^^lii^tir  now  m  lbrc^'<->  <1H  tm^t^lMUdi  ban  ,IIid  liuu^eOS 


AJeVi 


J'X.(f^7''0D    OjIJ 


ILL, 


aifi^tewftihg^pijfliWe-*!  few  than  ' -J-  ^  ^    -  ■:::•,.  r>//H.'jlo  Jo  »(j- 
•'fti^ifiW^fcolWhbflwatbefcilie'trf^ giving     '    cTTnpn7VA"'"'''Q"**  In  ^•I'•^} 

-ui&%i^li^fV2>jad^)U'  rnxl  uT52^  .  -.    -  \       wiS^f  JBR4i$?T}R%  Tiptii:    to 
««  A  bank  at  KH^ii^  -ih^l!^  ^-^  -^  >^VV  t^^^A/i 

Oi«i«f«,,Al»All*84epayable  dt  J«    '    .    ^    '^tjniiili-fi  Qiorl  //    .8 
sixty  days  after  sight,  directei  >f'''  «   •■  ••  "■   '  '•  J«nlBi^a  noOoa 

.a??)5«rl43lOflMffQ[^f»W<ftock; '^^^^^ 

by  G.  p.,  who  was  the  manager     ^^^' wfe'SIRW  ^|WLWtAH^rfi»  • 

of  the  Lpwku^jJpifsX  Stock  Bank,  i- •  .^•"-'^^''c  oJ  ooaaioVji  ij  isLnu 

but  not  a  sliareholder  or  partnei-  "'^  ^'^  ?&  ^r.oitiS^JSL  ibiilw  ni 

^'^'^■4h"fliiid'fHJri(-erti, 'iii 'Weie'^orA :■  •''•>^^  J'^'ii'^»A?«^di^idd:«§;i^ii^a 

fill)  MoJ|yt«|ftyi  ilH!ft'*jE<J^*;J*Join|t' »*'  ^"^  tlj'-»l'«'^   tbaninnjJyL  .no-.d 

-Ifi  ]fti  tonJ^<«it'kt#deB»Wiitoi(-^fii  ""^cl    Ar^ViSSc'i^/nVi 
«"'  roJ^>Jo!ft'J«o««i^'Btok"iiWP  thief  ^  b^A1fJAS^^m(fm^.|^^^^^ 
"'^^«<Cfe«ia^"Bi^il^tlfe^£4'te^^oiijt^  '^^  "» '^^''^'^  '^^'^^'^  «^^*^^'  ''  '•   "-"^ 
-'^^qflodt  BWiiMWftrittfeMi  ih^'^pajJ  ^■'^  II'ifjioiioiloaairD8T4..c    -  .-j 
•"^  '''l»^^''ilt  ibtt(Lky^>P'Mf»l>il{8  '(^f  A^c^¥ifWf'ie<f^«eH^i«r*tfi^tate 
^^^'exchange  so  drawn  by-tAbCtfnfli^^*'feft'#dArf  «lli^te^ap««  of  ^irty 
"^  Sank  to  the  extent  of  40,000/.   '        years,  and  repeated  changes  in 

S  H  S  the 
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'  the  finiiy  tAd  after  sevend  deeds 
and  a  releaie  had  been  executed 
by  the  pftrtiet  beneficialljr  in- 
terested; the  aimriTiag  partners 
being  the  executors  of  die  de« 
ceased  partner  and  guardiaiis  of 
the  erfhrts  que  irustf  and  the  set- 
tiements  being  partial  only,  and  I 
founded  on  insufficient  knoir ledge,  j 
by  the  ceaiuis  que  irutt^  of  the 
partnership  aiiairs  and  aecouats. 

A^  B.f  and  C,  in  1796|  became 
partners,  as  nierehantSy  under  ar- 
tides  for  seven  years,  and  it  was 
provided,  that  if  either  partner 
died  in  the  mean  time,  the  part< 
nership  should  be  determined,  as 
to  his  share,  from  the  Ist  of  May 
following  his  death;  and  that, 
thereupon,  an  account  should  be 
taken,  and,  after  payment  of  debts, 
**  payment,  appropriation,  and  de- 
livery "  should  be  made  between 
the  surviving  partners  and  the 
executors  of  the  deceased  partner, 
of  the  residue  of  the  monies, 
goods,  &c.,  of  the  partnership. 
In  1801  B*  died,  and  appointed 
his  wife  and  surviving  partners, 
A0  and  C,  his  executors  and 
guardians  of  his  infant  children, 
who  were  his  residuary  legatees. 
A.  and  C  only  proved  the  will ; 
and,  having  caused  a  valuation 
and  account  of  the  partnership's 
assets  to  be  made,  a  balance  sheet 
was  settled  up  to  the  Ist  of  Mat^ 
1801,  shewing  what  amount  was 
considered  due  to  the  testator's 
estate  (which  included  outstand- 
ing credits  to  a  large  amount), 
and  his  estate  was  credited  ac- 


DO 


eoadiaglfiii 

and  the 

the  aurvivinf 

sevei«iieeofthe 

Ib  Jftfisy  1809  the  eldest  aoa 
came  ^f  age^  aad  an  aoooifct  was 
stated  by  the  csecotocs,  of  the  tes- 
tater's  lesiduary  peivoiial  «aKate, 
but  which  assunwdt  aa  ils 
the  valuation  and  aooeoat 
on  the  teatafeer^a  deaths 
account  was  stated  ef  the  debts 
.  and  credits  remaiaiBg 
UBcollected»  shewing 
thoB  divisible:  and  aotfber  of  the 
monies  expended  for  4he  eldest 
son's  maintenance,  A  deed  .dated 
SepiMher  1M9>  between  A.  and 
the  eldest  son,  was  ex  dented,  on 
which  these  aoceuata  wetv  in- 
dorsed, and  A.  eovenamed  for  the 
payment,  by  instaknenla,  tf  the 
share  due  to  the  eldest  adn»  go  far 
as  the  same  had  boBD  redised  ?  and 
the  eMestson^leehfed  be  was 
<<  content  and  satisfied  vitii  the 
discJosurer  thee  fiu-  imuie,  and  ac- 
counts thus  fiur  gben,"  Jb&  $  and 
it  was  provided  he  should  aot  be 
prevenied  from  claiming  any  fur- 
ther share  *<  not  as  yet  received, 
or  fallen  in,  or  accounted  for." 

In  1810, 1815,  1821,  1896,  and 
1880^  changes  took  place  tn  the 
partnership  firm.  There  were 
three  younger  children,  who  at- 
tained twenty-one  respectively,  in 
161S,  181S,  and  1890^  when  simikr 
accomits,  founded  on  the  same 
basb,  were  stated  to  each  of  them 
by  tlie  executors  i  and  a  similar 
deed  of  settlement  exedutedr  by 

the 
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ftfe  tw^^bmefv  luid  a  rdeaie  by 
tli6  lACter,  iMid  ftmlMr  dlf  wions  of 
tlM^  t«tNRiMlr  aneto  oMde  aeeord- 
mgty;     In  1916,  the  enly  other 
olitid  diedanibfanti  and  chten  also- 
fl^ti«jii0ii«f  iMtt^irasniades  and/ 
'  in)  1889,  a  d«td4>f  release  w«i  ez-^h 
'  MulMlby  Che  triaateeft  ef  Ae  8et-; 
"tlcMMetft  of  one  ef  the  daugbtere, 
.  in'Mtpeet  efa  balance  not  in-*i 
^ebaded'in  the  d^sed  executed  by 
»ber«    The  bRI  wm  filed  in  18S1,' 
>  by  Ae  epreral  children  and  their 
-^  rdf>r0sematHre^t 
'•  HMr  Chat  i4.  and  C  being  ez- 
eeuMi^  arid  guardians  as  well  as 
"Surming  paitners^   and  the  re^ 
'  lease   being   fUMial    only,    and 
>fe— dad  on  ln«iAeiMit  knoarledge 
f  by«»«^ff{#fa#l»tiirefthepaitner- 
'  Mp  aMvaan^  a^eonti^,  the  Plain- 
'  tMb  Mve  mft  preduded)  by  their 
'  ^deeda  er  by  lapse  of  time,  from 
'  inifniring  into  the  mode  in  which 
-the  asMs  of    the  old  firm  had 
btan  desit  wkH^  and  claiming  a  I 
share  'u^  the'  prultft  arising  from 
the  teslater's  aaseto  having  been 
used  in  the  business  of  the  suc- 
cessive {lartnerships.   WmUerium 
r.  fy€iierbmrH.  Page  722! 

&0DsVi8E»2. 


'  TRUSTEE. 

'  1.  Where  the  payaseM  of  nhiU,  in 

•  eonsequande  of  disputes  among 

I  •  thb trustees^  badbeenperiBiltad  to 

I  i<«l  inte  arrear,  oo  a  billfiled  by 

.  '  fkB>9laiatiff>  wb^iiaas^enteitMd  to 


Uie  rents  and  profits  fbr  ber  life 
against  the  tiustees,  the  Court 
ordered  a  reeerrer  to  be  ap- 
pointed, and  the  costs  of  the  suit 
to  be  paid  by  the  trustees*  Wilson 
▼.  Wib&n.  Fsge  249 

2L  A  trustee  fbr  a  married  woman, 
having  received  notice  of  a  charge 
executed  by  her,  was  held  per- 
sonally liable  for  payments  after- 
wards made  to  her;  and  that, 
notwithstanding  the  validity  of  the 
chaige  was  disputed  by  her,  and 
no  application  had  been  made  for 
an  ii^unction.  Hodgson  v.  Hodg* 
son.  7M 

See  Deed,  2. 
Notice. 


UNCERTAINTY- 
See  Devise,  2. 


VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

1.  Where  an  estate  is  purchased  at 
an  auction  under  a  mistake  as  to 
the  lot  pot  up  for  sale^  the  Court 
will  not  dectee  specific  perform- 
ance against  the  purchaser,  but 

'  leave  liie  vender,  if  he  has  sus- 

•  tainedanyidafllMge  by  the  mistake 
ef  the  purchaser,  to  his  remedy  at 
•  lawv  ' 

'  A  bill  fon  specific  performance 
was  accordingly,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, dismissed  without 
Malms  r.  Freeman.  25 
2.  A 
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9nJ  lo  nsibfid')  on  '>^w^  i  ',.,-!    /i    ^^..j/nfi    ,fa9imoJf9q 

^ivid  ^lindoDiiiaiidAi  har   lolloitor;  i^-t^iffifjm^tkaKprtiMtBA^^ 
^aJMuBofedUj^dand  ia  Itbe  atamcej  l\^BiAii^iid^imA,^dtBt9gMtm^j. 
4n9if^(«lie9ftiURhiini^>toQlirflioiv.ob-|      Tt^riactmiilHq^IjofcalsqritaD^ 
i)9An^e4nifioiBi(pi  Ifmmtianr  (who;  >  ■  ji^ddttmdii  ><Qdo bm-tmnrnkr}^ hanlr- 

-  /xfUffliir  ^tfijir^:  .'hb  ihtutaa  odilo 

.u>lwhQjltodd>aB0at«9ii<iilNliPlift»ihe 

whole  inUmtIbi  islhe«qpwiifaue- 

ij  Inomifi  '4«aiB^  Ar^  iriMdIid  be- 

.. 'Csad  thft  gdamniwirf  tbfcUiip 

.  fwajing.  BpAoifisi  pBifonftuAaK  of 
.;<.(tbe  iBgieaifeDti^  iait  pqpvdi  of 
/  :Abe  unpiudifMadxiMfbioHp^by 

H>d&d  the  lawinnAs  «pplibdii|ifBy- 
Avittent,  tbeOaiirt^ilield  dai&ia^iad 
l<<ji|fiidiction,  and  decreedi^'JBfe^^ic- 
tn  iBOittit  and  fafmtat'jM  ^ai^dl 
n  jpiifobHe*aiDDlif  bya9L(Moodi)re. 

.  8ok9otfttta>ijy|il  ^d^fin^^ofqpfcy. 
./  'intpt,  nl(»ladkcl>tiflHL  aJfaf  ▼. 
.  .iGfafem-'Uit  9>lJ  Jisiii  ,bfBifpBf21 

>o  ilil  oili  no  .W()Q§  iq  ^nuoiiiB 
v^j  Yr»q  ^Ilfiunna  oob'  c9*iiw  9dl 
/of-nni-Jauil  9rii  lo  iuo  inuirn9iq 

Jki5  A>  fslb«i>ibrhoiiiad/)fi>iinjtttaral 

vjim^KM,  aM  Jfttikgitonaliivoii, 

oj  eamtA  Mlkr/ai|  b^re^hBciifeOTith 

niMi  eSfeii,  >iiikrideiicbdi  iJbjrd  cttein 

01  i\taloAi/tb  othuifee^JtlwlBUirfi  of 
10  aQi08C)^.[liijactruM0^!Mn^a4}e. 
J(iwe§«  bfdnMfdUmiatbiti  iam^n, 

^  qi;^fkk;lJiwo80ttrlqfnpi4iintlddi'iUo^7 
wiihbrfebtejtf  A^ffliUvii  ;  inioq 

.cidtfat^ittii  ttQdubs&sUbttboore- 

naot  on  Iho  part  of  the  father  was 

performed. 


-yiqUupMaae,  yaA^ihad  HiHOTidi  *into 

i9f|)<Ble|dbo^  aite  IpnfchawBPiaftey 

^9iqE]iiuiannBita[jfiBr|  tfafe^qmidilion 

A4i(ofdilfaEid|sddB,i^whi]0itti^tkle«i  to! 

haM'fUk)oiikB\  ^Mnaadcprenbes, 

fvtiwaaratall  lUideD^innfstigatiabk.  m 

uM  nOdiad>iM£MLfa7  tUe  ptBiOHner 

't;(jigaiD8^:Ab  jWHiioV'i»yL<ikbl»80- 

licitor,  it  wa^ttH  tUa6cfatuBlain 

ixiAiffidtaiubiitiliddbdoblw^ltiU  con-: 

»iiittilUffeic8idad^0&  Mb  fvkrdbaaei 

^pnfaMj^nogsliRtxwM'  M^iqitttB, 

-icncUlrgMp  miV^exptedia  (dMflHfing 

;f^dadUofanlu^)V^|MM  toohiiiy^iiuid] 

j<fA6<hsid4lie>dfee«te  b6<dfttiMrV'ex-l 

^^'^r  e^it^d-b^MrnvdeU^erM  iip^tq  be 

cancelled.    Berry  v.  ArmisUad, 

F^e221 

S.  An  agreemenTwas  entered  into  for 

the  sale  of  a  ship  to  A<  and  B*  (one 

third  sharer  tp/4(/9|id  two  thirds 

to  JS.),  ^t  the  pricfj  of  750(* ;  and,: 

if  default'  shoum  be  made  by  the 

purchasers,  for  the  resale  of  the 

ship,  the  defiblMjy,  if  any,  upon 

ifld4>^i¥i«(4^  ^olK^  niidfi)#oo4  by 

oilfi^i)  dfjftwteitfg)  p««hlierft«vJ8o8 
8U(«»M<^.»f3tbft'*ip.i>iiii  dtiHn^d 
9v^  ^^llrcbMmJb:^«hikM||i»n/ 

i;<^>e(iiiiv%i  ftMivk^AHiBXk^ 

{,  ^J^SMof  .si^%«(byfiititfbh)^e{iigi|ee- 

4< )  ^9)f^t;Wa^i6a«MdiiUMr^£BBtt^f  he 
uLiiRU^^llWf^-MOl^er  ifol^  tewnootilird 
\q  share  and  two  third  shares  of  the 
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.afinrxAM  jAqnv:5 

perfonnedy    having    by  his  will 
f  lo^vMfifhe)  Mwieiqifsihte^ii^ylflrty  i 
.Xi^w)hKI3iEith&>  bulla  Vi)^iii0.  ffhe ; 
-^ibarfiy<HatailPWfi0g|mtii>i¥WJ  i 
'iniiciAod«DttfirailGb4bil}f^KBd>by(bne! 

of  the  natural  daagbten,  andffftoy-! 
{R-td&fWlntetUe^i^bfcflieflEtibuted; 
ofiAgHiitel  Aes  ettaCwUDhiUleofhdier! 

-9d  l)Vh9ibr  ^iftb  ^eisiiM  rfofiofslu. 
qirUM)  touiitoatiito'  m-^  betveen 
,99tlgiiMeW^  aov^aH'tonito  fdme 
lo  aebmiiBotlnf  bsnefiq  of  a  mere 
lo  itiaagiq  ihnlatiaiigcrcaDnoe^n. 
^dfopMottheA  libwfiuit  -agafairt  the 
«bUn(l  }tl|piigl)MiBither  of  tiie«Wo, 
-^iafiglti)do<:fo  -agaiMl  the  either. 
l^siCat^H^*The€okhieu  ofMuU 

.9i(tlieo6i4i)e?t!  ff-tfae  nitleiiient' 

.T(dk|elogl^pbriiy  Xfdied  t»  the -se- 

.Y  fs^^  jBteiidlf>tUi«ife)^^.']fiwa8 

ii'ltHgaOed,  that  the  triutceAslidiild 

pdic^^^^^assi^rance  to  the 

^f '300p|.  ^oiii  the  life  of 

the  wife,  'and  annually  pay  the 

premium  out  of  the  trust-money 

stand  possessed  of  the  assurance 
ffniii/ftnM.^fUbcritbB(-4ke«diel  oi  the 
,nawifth4o^r^est  Jtte  .$IXM\  mken 
iU'tmcmtd^^  ipd  ffty At  ilMfMy  to 
flijitlK)h!|rf)afad;fob^Us.Atfb,  ^Blhe 
^onhofMadrait  thfeisiftit  idbd^^Ifterl 
lo  tkeifdeBtose  iirfidile  diuJbrtsi/i  toi 
.Mpaj^)thASfimtutbmudi  "p^iMti  or 
,^ifHl3|0Bb  iititbefwife'kMild  fe^/wili; 
Xi>fO<yifcit— dit^tpeo^gfatubcMiap- 

point;  asMalMbliltHdll^eW^p. 
^'ifitiiatflBlaEit^  ttsilhbtpf  fiQiitifehtitled 
•oyiiDdoiiJtb0«talfciie'df  iistribliiites. 

<bsiuioi  I'M^ 


t'i 


eflfect  a  po 
amount  pt 


:nTT  OT  xacwi . ,       *l. 

There  were  no  children  of  the 

.'biiirriagB^i  addisthoobdfa^  bkvii% 

'  ffiMived'her  hatbf^eiBBub&ng 

du^wMkig^oeCiBilidagi^MMiiiyteat 

(of  tiia.,aaitn|d  4)reBiiam{)99aited 

<jw^h'th)S2flunriilbig8iloaaldb  afvithe 

u  traefkiflBBMat  fai.iiiabi^g  taaflMonlpry 

niiigwmdot.  »qf  :tite  ^otiajdlnxlier 

(loiCMbbi^.fi^to  paikbthBi^junndilipre*^ 

>)  WQta.dutingi  fai8,^Me»i  addil)>hia 

w!iUap|bont«dl£f)  hiiieiocdtapraand 

residsiazy  :legaleei>:.><9.  ^'conlinned 

t0pay.  tbs  ptaniiiii^'tmd'kin  the 

>  death  .o£th«.4Hnred^iietfd»a4>the 

T.v  i{U4vfHiftbttil0di)f;thd next 
>:it^idf  4if  ftawlMagaiBstiCbiuid 
,  2t^l99iliit  lli^#xecit0f  <tti4tTwUnry 
^'oUa^stae  mttAp  jwifo^  t)M(^ibas- 
fwijiigiikileoi  btastjiBji^^iiindottaiiG. 
/'iMrfH^'Wlitldd  ii»>^a>(Mutt(66Jthe 
ri  p#Ucy;  CMW;vuiir0^.1iB^g6  99 

:    •      ..,-,   1.-  .  •-  -:  fn\if]^'r,'  fir/  .e 
'■  ■     •     '  •  '  WA^VBtt.'^-'^'^  ^^^'-^^^ 

'•••:•  .  ■r.i-'ii  /^flUtoh  aril  ,qid« 
i<J  k>tmtMidM\  iHloti  p»{l»Mf  ij^Qi 
''  Ustedi'dlrfsAf  I  Of "liMkf> m^khe 
>^paWb  liMd^iiibiteil^gMiqpVttHbus 

t'n%iid|.bi9l^aM6a  W^Ui«^^^iflliyibit. 

(d  flw^iif  (nwitttt«Mte  «(yy^*ilimiWch 
^^hbol^fiatfA  ^f^r^kmbf^iSier 
rilitfilla^iMMcddW^iMl  tegacies'^re 

'  3  jpuM^itf  dd^itraX^i^  p6rsonii<fattnd 

'Ua^M'  inliMbithttCtr'of  'TakOtaven 

Aowwiv^  eaflitied' M^  ilie'f  eMMue 
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of  the  testAlrix's  general  personal 
estate.    Rogers  v.  Thomas. 

Pages 

S.  A  tettfttriic»  whose  personal  pro* 
pertjr  ewnisted  chieflj  of  stock, 
after  bequeathing  a  nomber  of 
pecantary  and  specific  legacies, 

'  and  giving  certain  directions  as 
to  her  funeral,  gave  9ML  to  each 
of  her  executors  for  thor  trouble, 
and  bequeathed  whatever  remained 
of  money  to  the  five  children  of 
E.  D. :  Held,  that  by  the  words 
*^  whatever  remains  of  money/* 
thetestatrixreferred  to  hergeneral 
residuary  personal  estate.  Damson 
T.  Gasiasn.  14* 

S.  A  testator  directed  his  real  and 
personal  estate  to  be  sold,  and  the 
monieft  arising  from  the  sale  to  be 
applied  in  the  first  place  to  the 
payment  of  his  debts,  funeral  and 
testamentary  expenses,  and  also 
the  legacies  which  he  might  be- 
queath by  any  codicil  or  codicils 
to  his  will.  He  afterwards  gave 
an  annuity  to  his  wife  by  an  un- 
attested codicil :  Held,  that  the  | 
annuity  was  well  charged  on  the  ' 
real  estate.  Swift  y.  Nash.         20 

4«  A  testator  gave  the  dividends  of; 
stock  to  his  brother  and  three 
sisters,  and  after  the  decease  of 
either  of  them,  leaving  any  chil- 
dren, the  share  of  him  or  them  so 
dying  to  such  children,  for  their 
lives,  with  benefit  of  survivorship ; 
and  in  case  either  of  his  brother 
and  sisters  should  die  without 
leaving  such  issue,  then  the  sur- 
vivor or  survivors  to  take  the 
dividends ;  and  after  the  decease 


of  the  survivor  titthsfMUMaft 
his  brother  and  risterSf  he  directed 
the  said  stock  moniea  and  all  in- 
terest then  due  to  be  distribttied 
accordii^  to  the  sUOiiae  stf  dia- 
tributioDS : 

Held,  that  the  brothesv  who 
survived  his  three  sisters,  tm^  of 
whom  died  without  iasue^  w«ien- 
titled  to  a  Ufa  interest  in  three 
fourths  of  the  oapital,  and  Aat 
the  capital  was  ondispesed  V,  and 
belonged  to  the  next  of  Ud  of  the 
testator,  living  at  his  death.  Cooke 
▼.  Bonder.  Page  54 

5.  The  testator  gave  the  sanf  of 
50(tf*  stock  to  S.  T.f  to  receive 
the  interest  during^  life,  and  then 
to  her  issue ;  but  in  case  of  her 
death  without  issue,  the  said  5D0L 
stock  to  be  divided  between  her 
father's  children  by  his  seeond 
wife ;  and  in  default  of  any  chil- 
dren by  his  second  wife  bdbig- liv- 
ing at  the  testatoi's  dtetfa,  i^ver: 

Held,  that  S.  T.  look  an  abso- 
lute interest  in  the  sum  of  BM. 
stock*  Tke  Atiomejf-Oeiterol  v. 
Brig^.  57 

6.  A  testator  gave  to  W.  H.  and 
Af.  H.  the  amount  of  the  bond  he 
held  Ibr.lOOCtf.:  when  they  got 
the  principal  money  paid  to  them, 
they  Chen  give  to  their  uncle  J.  B. 
the  sum  of  50f.,  and  also  their 
father  and  mother  the  sum  of  502. 
each,  arising  from  tbe  bond:  Reld, 
that  W.  U.  and  M.  H.  were  en- 
titled to  tbe  interest  acerued  due 
upon  the  bond  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator,  as  well  as  to  tbe  prin- 
cipal^i    Hare&urtr.  Mofg^^-  €74 

7.  A  tea- 


mom  i»  TH£  rmscifAb  MAxr^ftSt 


9n 


%  A  tM»lf8f .  lUreelfid  lu»  eitecu- 
lofi  (o.«pplj  (be  dlvidacidft  of  the 
.   properly  bekingiog  to  biin*  which 
niiglM^  t4agim  .ift^r  payitig  Ji^a- 
<  ^m  Mid  providing  for  the  pay- 
ment of  annuities,,  with  bk.fu- 
,   iiei^al  tMftmam^  hm  debt*  being  all 
fNiU^  to  Iho  maiaftenaneei  edu- 
•  cfHimH  and'  benefit  of  M.  £.,  as 
J    tbey>  uhwM  judge  most  adfan- 
. .  DagoQua  for  him ;  and»  in  the  event 
' .  ofihe  dfifttb  of  ii«  &  under  twenty- 
f .:  ope»  bedireoted  the  dividends  to 
^    bi»  aiiplied  ^ui  therein  mentiotned. 
I    ^  S^  survived  the  testator  about 
^    %yr(^  yeffi»f  and  the  executors  ap- 
)'  pli^  II  part  of  the  dividends  to 
«,   his  maintdumcoi  education,  and 
.    benefit ;  H^Id,  that  the  unapplied 
«    part  .of  the  dividendst  with  the.  ac- 
-^    c^mifJations*  formed  part  of  the 
I    r^ftidue.    McDonald  v,  Br^. 

Page  517 

9^  Bluest  of  fbattel9  to  two  Ic^a- 

:U^x  ^<M?e  apd  share  alike>  and 

...  ijpQAtbe  demise  of  either  of  them 

^   witbpu^    lawful   iasue»   then   the 

share  of  h«r  so  4ying  to  go  Uk  the 

other.    One  of  the  legatees  died 

in  the  testator's  lifetime:  Held, 

that  the  other  was  absolutely  en- 

-    titled  by  survivorship. 

Annuities  held  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  will  to  be  cumu- 
lative,   and    not    substitutional. 
.    Mackinnon  v.  Peach.  655 

9.  A  testator  gave  to  his  brother 
.,  S00{«  per  annum  during  his  Ufe, 
and   to    each    of  two   nephews 
150^  during  their  lives  ^  but  if 
either  of  the  niephews  died,  the 
,  .  other  to  inherit  tho  whole  300^.; 


and  if  the  brother  died  with* 
out  issue*  the  two  nephews^  to,  in- 
herit from  the  brother;  and  he 
then  stated,  that  the  reasoiv  why 
he  left  only  the  iiiterest  lo.his 
brother  and  two  nephew^  was, 
that  if  they  died  without  issue, 
the  money  might  go  to  bi^  tbree 
cousins.  He  desired  bie  legatees 
to  be  paid  withu»  twelve  mepths, 
apd  proceeded;  <^  Itis  to  be  wader- 
stood  I  leave  it  to  them  ai^  their 
heirs."  The  brother  and  nephews 
died  without  issue:  Held,  that, 
under  the  will,  the  brother  took 
an  annuity  for  life  only»  end  was 
not  interested  in  the  fund  set  apart 
to  answer  the  annuity  of  300/* 
Ferard  v.  Griffin^  Page  615 

10.  A  testator  bequeathed  personalty 
to  trustees,  to  pay  the  interest^  to 
Sir  Gilbert  A.^  Baronet*  for  Kfe, 
and  afler  his  decease,,  to  his  eldest 
son;  but  in  case  he  should  die 
leaving  no  son,  then,  in  trust,  for 
the  person  on  whom  the  baronetcy 
should  devolve,  so  that  cksch  ba- 
ronet should  take  the  interest  for 
life ;  and,  after  the  extinction  of 
the  baronetcy,  to  iall  into  the 
residue  of  his  estate.  At  the 
death  of  .the  testator,  Sir  GU- 
bert  A.  and  his  two  brothers, 
James  and  Robert^  on  whom  the 
baronetcy  successively  devolved, 
were  living.  Sir  Gilbert  A.  after- 
wards died  without  having  bad 
any  issue :  Held,  that  Sir  James 
became  absolutely  entitled  to  the 
property.  Mackworih  v.  Hinx- 
man.  658 

1 1  •  A  testator  bequeathed  some  spe. 

cific 
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cific  chattels  and  a  sum  of  9001. 
to  A.f  and  he  directed  his  ex- 
ecuton  to  invest  in  the  funds 
such  a  turn  as  would  produce 
200L  a  year,  clear  of  the  legacy 
duty  and  all  other  deductions, 
which  annual  sum  was  to  he  paid 
to  A.  for  her  life,  and  after  her 
decease,  the  principal  was  to  be 
paid  to  other  parties  (  and  the 
testator  directed  his  executors  to 
pay  the  legacy  duty  on  the  specific 
and  pecuniary  legacies  and  yearly 
sum  given  to  A.  A.  and  the  le? 
gatees  in  remainder  were  Strang^ 
fti  blood  to  the  testator* 

Held,  that  the  legacy  duty 
payable  out  of  the  testator's  re- 
siduary estate^  both  in  respect  to 
the  interest  given  to  A.  and  to 
those  in  remainder.  Cttheri  v. 
Sebbon.  Fige  672 

12.  Bequest  of  copyhold  and  lease- 
hold property  to  the  testator^s 
widow  fo^  life;  and  at  her  death, 
the  whole  to  be  sold  and  divided 
into  five  parts,  one  of  which  was 
to  be  paid  to  each  of  the  testator's 
four  sons  living  at  her  decease; 
and  in  case  of  either  of  their 
deaths,  his  share  to  be  paid  to  his 
issue;  and  in  case  either  should 
die  without  issue,  his  share  to  be 
divided  amongst  the  surviving  - 
children  i  Held,  that  the  child  of 
a  son  who  died  in  the  testator's 


life  was  entitled  to  such  share  as 
her  parent,  if  he  had  survived  the 
widow,  would  have  been  entitled 
to.    Le  Jeune  v.  Le  «/amsw 

Ptage  701 

18.  A  testator  bequeathed  hia  per- 
sonal estate  to  his  brothers  and 
sisters  i&solutely;  and  declared, 

'-  that  if  any  of  ihem  should  die  in 
his  lifetime,  or  afterwards,  without 
leaving  lawful  issue  him  surviving, 
bis  share  should  go  amongst  the 
survivors ;  and  that  if  any  should 
die  in  his  lifetime,  or  afterwards, 
leaving  issue  him  surviving,  his 
share  should  be  divided  amongst 
his  [issue;  and  he  declared,  that 
none  of  the  legatees  should  be 
entitled  to  any  bequest,  untO  they 
attained  twenty-one.  Held,  that 
on  attaining  twenty-one,  the  bro- 
thers and  sisters  took  absolute 
interests,  and  that  the  limitation 
over  was  to  take  eifect  only  in  the 
event  of  .the  death  of  a  legatee 
under  twenty-one,  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  testator,  or  afterwards. 
Manieiik  v.  Nieholsom.  719 

See  Accumulation,  1,  2. 
Daviss,  S. 
FoRFKiTuax,  2. 

LSOACT. 

Power,  2. 

rsmotbmess. 

Set-off. 
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